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ABSTRACT 
A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF FIRST GRADERS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF TRADITIONAL AND 
NON-TRADITIONAL WRITING PROGRAMS 
IN TWO SUBURBAN CLASSROOMS 
MAY 1986 
KATHLEEN TYRELL LYNCH, B.A., BOSTON COLLEGE 
M.Ed., BRIDGEWATER STATE COLLEGE 
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
Directed by: Professor Kenneth A. Parker 
The purpose of this study was to gather the re¬ 
actions of first grade students to Traditional and 
Non-Traditional Writing Programs. This study examined 
suburban first graders' perceptions of themselves as 
writers and their perceptions of both programs. 
The following questions were addressed: 
1. What are first graders' perceptions 
of Traditional Writing Programs? 
2. What are first graders' perceptions or 
Non-Traditional Writing Programs? 
3. Do first grade students prefer 
participating in a Traditional or a 
Non-Traditional Writing Program? 
v 
4. Are first grade students bothered more 
by issues of grammar and spelling when 
participating in a Traditional Writing 
Program or when participating in a Non- 
Traditional Writing Program? 
Forty first grade students, twenty-one from Class¬ 
room A and nineteen from Classroom B, participated 
in the study. 
All students participated in both writing pro¬ 
grams. Students in Classroom A first participated 
in the Non-Traditional Writing Program for five weeks. 
Then they participated in the Traditional Writing 
Program for five weeks. This order was reversed for 
students in Classroom B. 
All students were interviewed by the researcher 
three times. They were interviewed once after partici¬ 
pation in each of the two programs to gather their 
reactions to both programs and to gather their per¬ 
ceptions of themselves as writers. The students were 
interviewed a third time in order to gather comparative 
data regarding both programs. 
The following conclusions were drawn: 
1. The Traditional Writing Program was a 
positive experience for a large major- 
vi 
ity of the participants. 
2. The Non-Traditional Writing Program was 
a positive experience for a large major¬ 
ity of the participants. 
3. The Non-Traditional Writing Program was 
preferred by most participants. 
4. Issues of grammar and spelling bothered 
participants more when they participated 
in a Traditional Writing Program than 
when they participated in a Non-Tradi¬ 
tional Writing Program. 
VI1 
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CHAPTER I 
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
General Problem Statement 
Children write in response to an innate urge. 
Any adult who has spent even a small amount of time 
caring for preschool children knows that children want 
to write. Hall, Moretz, and Statom (1976)^ claim that 
the majority of early writers exhibit interest in and 
ability to write prior to learning to read. Children 
often takes pens, pencils, markers, and crayons and de¬ 
troy beautiful wallpaper. More acceptable to adults, 
young children sometimes make their drawings, letters, 
and words on slates and paper. Given a supply of paper 
and a writing instrument, a young child can entertain 
him/herself for countless hours. The joy and pleasure 
this child is bringing to him/herself is immeasurable. 
When an audience, perhaps the mother or the father, 
is present, the child is often seen beaming with pride 
as his/her work is enjoyed by others. The delighted 
child often returns to the "drawing board" to produce 
another masterpiece. This is a very natural, often ob¬ 
served situation. Since such situations repeat themselves 
1 
2 
over and over again during pre-school days, it seems 
illogical that similar scenes do not permeate our public 
elementary schools. Something must be discouraging 
our students. "Today our primary grades are populated, 
although we know not where, by potential Dr. Seusses 
and Pearl S. Bucks. We must accept the challenge and 
help produce them" (Niemann, 1971, p. 968). 2 
As evidenced by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts' 
Basic Skills Testing Program, Creative Writing has 
become increasingly important in our public elementary 
schools. The Commonwealth has mandated that creative 
writing be taught. School systems require elementary 
teachers to teach creative writing, yet many elementary 
teachers are not prepared to teach it. In 1976, Donald 
H. Graves conducted a random survey of teacher education 
programs at thirty-six state universities. Graves 
found that "169 courses were offered in children's 
literature , and only two on the teaching of writing 
(Graves, 1977, p. 819).2 
Many adults were taught to write by writing about 
a topic assigned by the teacher. The teacher would 
then evaluate the essays composed by the students. 
Because such a methodology is remembered by so many 
teachers , it is understandable that similar practices 
continue in our public schools. 
3 
Researchers have started to study ways to improve 
the teaching of cretive writing. Yet there seems to 
be a gap in this research. Little attention has been 
given to how young students perceive the process of 
writing. 
Purpose of the Study 
Very little priority has been given to writing 
research. "Only 156 studies on writing in the elementary 
grades, or an average of six annually, have been done 
in the United States in the last twenty-five years. 
Writing research was in such low esteem from 1955 - 
1977 that eighty-four percent of all studies were done 
4 
by dissertation alone" (Graves Nov./Dec. 1980, p.914). 
The purpose of this study was to gather the reactions 
of suburban first grade students to Traditional and Non- 
Traditional Writing Programs. After participating in a 
Traditional Writing Program, first graders' perceptions of 
themselves as writers and of the Traditional Writing Pro¬ 
gram were gathered. This study also examined first grad 
ers1 perceptions of themselves as writers and of the Non 
Traditional Writing Program, after participation in 
This study compared students' reactions such a program. 
4 
to both programs and their perceptions of themselves 
and of their writing success. 
Traditional Writing Programs are defined as programs 
in which all topics are assisned by the teacher. After 
students write about the assigned topic, the teacher 
collects all compositions and corrects students' errors. 
The teacher returns the corrected compositions to the 
students so that they may recopy their work. The students 
return both copies to the teacher for a final evaluation. 
For the purposes of this study, the Non-Traditional 
Writing Program was based on the work of Donald H. 
Graves. His model is a five step process through which 
students progress at varying speeds. First, students 
choose their own topics. Second, they begin writing on 
that topic. Third, the teacher and the child discuss the 
composition individually. The teacher makes one or two 
suggestions for improvement. Fourth, the teacher and the 
child later discuss grammar and spelling. Fifth, after 
appropriate revisions are made, the child publishes his 
work by making it available to classmates. 
Teachers need a study that actually describes 
children's perceptions of writing. Graves (1980) notes, 
"We were so preoccupied with ourselves as teachers that 
only twelve percent of studies (writing research) were 
5 
concerned with what children did when they wrote" 
(p. 914^ . 5 
This study addressed the followinq research 
questions: 
1. What are first graders' perceptions 
of Traditional Writing Programs? 
2. What are first graders' perceptions 
of Non-Traditional Writing Programs? 
3. Do first grade students prefer 
participating in a Traditional or 
a Non-Traditional Writing program? 
4. Are first grade students bothered 
more by issues of grammar and spelling 
when participating in a Traditional 
Writing Program or when participating 
in a Non-Traditional writing program? 
Significance of the Study 
This study will help educators plan writing cur¬ 
riculum improvements in elementary schools, particular¬ 
ly in first grades. This study can be used as a tool 
for educators when determining whether to implement 
a Traditional or a Non-Traditional Writing program 
6 
in first grade classrooms. Educators should look at 
the results of this study, and then determine which 
type of program fits best with their schools' phil¬ 
osophy, goals, and objectives. Educators can use 
the results of this study to help alter or improve 
the creative writing program that is already in place 
in their first grade classrooms. 
Clarification and Delimitation 
For the purposes of this study, it has been 
assumed that creative writing is a valuable skill that 
should be taught in our elementary schools. 
Definitions. The following definitions have 
been used. 
Writing - "The process of selecting, 
combining, arranging and developing 
ideas in effective sentences, para¬ 
graphs, and often larger units of 
discourse" (N.C.T.E., 1979, p.18).^ 
Creative Writing - A process that is 
identical to writing, and a term 
commonly used by elementary school 
teachers. 
7 
Traditional Writing Program - a writing 
program in which all topics are assigned 
by the teacher. Students write about 
the assigned topics. The teacher col¬ 
lects all compositions and then cor¬ 
rects all errors. The teacher returns 
the corrected compositions to the students 
so that they may recopy their work. 
The students return both copies to the 
teacher for a final evaluation. At 
a later date the teacher returns both 
corrected copies to the students. 
Non-Traditional Writing Program - A 
five step writing process based on the 
work of Donald H. Graves. Students 
progress at varying speeds through the 
following steps: 
Step One - Topic Selection. Stu¬ 
dents investigate topics by making 
word lists and drawing pictures. 
The goal of this stage is to select 
a topic. This is a pre-writing 
stage. 
Stage Two - First Draft. Children 
8 
learn that thoughts and ideas are 
more important than spelling and 
punctuation in the first draft. 
Stage Three - Revision. The teacher 
sits down with each child for an 
individual conference. The child 
and the teacher discuss the first 
draft and the teacher suggests 
improvements in one or two areas. 
The child then makes these improve¬ 
ments . 
Stage Four - Editing. This stage 
is also conducted during a con¬ 
ference. Some spelling and grammar 
issues may be addressed. 
Stage Five - Publication. The 
final stage is publication or 
preparation for presentation to 
an audience other than the teacher. 
This audience is most often, but 
not always comprised of class¬ 
mates . 
9 
Limitations. This study was limited to two classes 
graders in two separate classrooms within 
the same school. The school district is comprised 
of upper and middle socioeconomic neighborhoods. The 
primary language of all the students who participated 
in the study was English. The school district ex¬ 
pends approximately $3,000.00 per pupil. Approximate¬ 
ly 42% of the municipality's budget is spent on ed¬ 
ucation. The median household income is approximate¬ 
ly $25,000.00. Over 88% of the population graduated 
from high school. More than 28% of the population 
graduated from college. Only 6% of the population 
speaks a foreign language at home. 60% of seniors 
graduating from the public high school enroll in four 
year colleges (Eagan, Kahn, and Stromer, 1985, p. 161)^. 
This study does not generalize the findings to 
all first graders. The data does suggest that the 
results obtained after studying two groups of first 
grade students, might be obtainable after studying 
other groups of first graders. The effects of the 
socioeconomic level of the school district; English 
being the primary language of all students in the study; 
and the school district's expenditure per pupil were 
not accounted for in this study. Other researchers 
10 
might discover different results and drawn different 
conclusions, because of a variance in the above men¬ 
tioned contextual variables. 
Finally, this study did not examine students' 
long-term reactions to Traditional and Non-Traditional 
Writing programs. 
11 
Footnotes 
M. Hall, S. A. Moretz, and J. Statom, "Writ¬ 
ing Before Grade One - A Study of Early Writers," 
Language Arts 53 (May 1976) -.583 — 5. 
2 
Ann Smith Niemann, "Handwriting, Spelling, 
and Creative Writing in the Primary Grades," 
Elementary English 48 (December 1971):963 — 9. 
3 
Donald H. Graves, "Language Arts Textbooks: 
A Writing Process Evaluation," Language Arts 54 
(October 1977 ) :817-823. 
4 
Donald H. Graves, "A New Look at Writing Re¬ 
search," Language Arts 57 (November/December 1980): 
913-8. 
^Ibid . 
N.C.T.E. (National Council of Teachers of 
English), in The Leaflet (Winter 1979):18. Pub¬ 
lication of N.E.A.T.E. (New England Association of 
Teachers of English). Statement prepared at the re¬ 
quest of the United States Office of Education. 
"^Margery Eagan, E. J. Kahn III, and Richard 
Stromer, "Public Schools: You Get What You Pay For," 
Boston, October 1985, pp. 158-63, 212-6. 
CHAPTER I I 
REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE 
Overview 
Today's society, permeated to its core with the 
media of mass communication, is impelled to write. 
The realization that literacy and citizenship go 
hand in hand has established for the schools of 
today an obligation not required of earlier schools. 
Satisfaction is achieved by each individual in 
direct relationship to the values placed upon crea¬ 
tive expression and communication. (Niemann, 1971, 
p. 963 )1 
Educators do not even agree as to what creative 
writing is. Definitions are so varied that teachers are 
not really certain what they should be teaching, never 
2 
mind how they should be teaching it. LaBrant (1967) 
claims that unless a child merely copies the words of 
someone else, all his writing is creative. Others take 
the extreme opposite point of view. "If there is no 
originality of thought, no ideas, or poor expression, 
the writing would not be considered creative" (Pikulski, 
1975, p. 183).3 The writing research unit of the Univer¬ 
sity of London Institute of Education maintains that a 
12 
13 
free flow of ideas and feelings is necessary. Language 
is used that verbalizes the consciousness of the writer 
(Sealy, Sealy, & Millmore, 1979).4 
Significant oral language statements are not easily 
remembered. The written statement constitutes a more 
permanent form of expression (Olson, 1977).5 Children 
need to learn how to write. Yet many obstacles contin¬ 
ually seem to impede this learning process. Graves (1978) 
laments "so often our preoccupation with handwriting, 
grammar exercises, language arts activities in spelling 
books are all preliminaries, avoidances for an event that 
f. 
never occurs, writing" (p.636). 
Daigon (1982) analyzed the typical composition session 
and its six stages: the assignment; pre-writing; drafting, 
revising; publication; and evaluation. Daigon claims that 
writing assignments given by teachers usually come out of 
the blue, with no justification for writing. He suggests 
that if an assignment does come from the teacher, the 
purpose of the writing and the intended audience should 
be indicated. Daigon maintains that in the pre-writing 
stage of a composition, the teacher's routine reminders 
about punctuation and structure can only distract the 
attention of the students. Daigon acknowledges the 
importance of spelling, punctuation, capitalization, 
appropriate usage, and complete sentences. But to burden 
14 
the writer struggling over issues of substance with these 
matters can only retard or block altogether the flow of 
language onto paper. Attendance to these matters should 
be made at a later time. The revising stage is a stage 
which teachers often view as a stage in which the writer 
should check for errors. Revision is often confused 
with proofreading. Daigon urges that revision should 
be viewed as a process in which the writer finds that 
things have been omitted or distorted. Students are un¬ 
familiar and need help with matters of adding, cutting, 
and rearrangement. These skills are often not taught. 
Daigon suggests that to improve students' revisions, 
teachers will have to change from graders looking for 
improvement next time to working editors responding to 
drafts in progress. "Publication provides an audience 
for writing; it transforms a required exercise into a 
purposeful activity and stiff flat prose into lively 
discourse. Having an audience other than a grade-dispens¬ 
ing teacher can act as a powerful incentive to work hard 
at writing well " (p. 244).^ Daigon warns that the cus¬ 
tomary practice of teachers publishing only A-rated papers 
actually only leads students to realize their own 
inadequacies. He suggests that teachers are able to pub 
lish at least successful paragraphs or even a few 
successful sentences of all students. Teachers often 
15 
view evaluation as merely correcting errors and assigning 
a grade. Practice produces competence. Athletic coaches 
have long realized this. Daigon hints that perhaps more 
success in the writing classroom might be realized if 
teachers viewed the writing assignment as a chance for 
students to improve. 
"Children learn to write by writing, expressing 
their personal feelings and thoughts with meaningful 
words" (Smith, 1975, p. 187).8 
Teachers tend to teach creative writing in the 
typical fashion Daigon described. It seems that too 
much emphasis is being placed on factors that possibly 
9 
stifle creativity. Shanahan's (1979) study reports that 
only 27% of the elementary teachers who participated in 
the study consider content/ideas to be the most important 
evaluation criterion. Although the highest percentage 
of teachers did specify this category as most important, 
the percentage is still low. The high regard teachers 
had for other evaluation criteria is interesting. 21% 
of the teachers claimed that spelling is most important. 
14% of the teachers consider grammar to be most important. 
10% of the teachers ranked effort as most important. 
9% thought organization was most important. 5% of the 
teachers placed the most emphasis on vocabulary. 
16 
Combining only those teachers who place the most 
value on content/ideas and originality, we are only 
speaking of 41% of the teachers. Although this is the 
largest group, Shanahan raises questions about the other 
59% of the teachers in his study. Perhaps they are 
inhibiting the writing process be over emphasizing spell¬ 
ing and grammar. He suggests that these teachers are 
turning creative writing lessons into a spelling bee 
of sorts, with the highest rewards, A-rated papers, go¬ 
ing to good spellers. Creativity and originality may 
be lost when thumbing through a dictiionary. Daigon 
comments that adults often make some type of notation 
to check a spelling later, as they continue to scribble 
out their thoughts. Children can be taught these tricks, 
so that their creativity is not lost while searching 
for accurate spellings. 
Oftentimes, we don't teach creativity. We just 
teach the rules. Techniques do exist to develop creativ¬ 
ity. Higher degrees of creativity usually emerge when 
group brainstorming is done prior to writing exercises 
(Olmo, 1980).10 Creative expression is encouraged by 
a wholesome teacher-child relationshp, a flexible pro¬ 
gram, real and vicarious experiences, use of literature, 
and an enthusiastic teacher (Strickland, 1957 ).'*' 
Roser and Britt (1975) found a novel way of encouraging 
17 
creativity. in their study, they found that 29 out of 
30 first graders preferred creative writing with felt- 
tipped pens. Both expression and attitude improved. 
Teachers must capitalize on children's natural 
cunousity and imagination, then assist them in developing 
these characteristics" (Smith, 1975, p. 187).13 We can¬ 
not just randomly assign writing topics. "What a child 
hears, speaks, reads, or writes must be deeply a part 
of him (Iverson, 1971, p. 95).^ Youngsters write about 
things that are important to them for someone equally 
important, the teacher or another child. Spontaneous 
writing is a child centered learning activity (Smith, 
1975 ) . 15 
Much of the research on writing tends to be divided 
into the following categories: Writing as a Process; 
Prewriting and Topic Selection; The Audience; The Use 
of Invented Spelling; Composing or Drafting; and Evaluating 
and Responding to Writing. The proceeding sections of 
this review will focus on each category individually. 
Writing as a Process 
Historically, writing in our schools has focused 
on the end product, or the completed composition. Teachers 
use procedures which involve the components of assign- 
18 
ing, writing, collecting, correcting, and returning. 
"This traditional pedagogy of select the topic, correct 
the error, and expect improvement is still widely 
practiced" (Daigon, 1982, p. 243). 16 
The focus of writing research has shifted from study¬ 
ing the end product to studying the process of writing. 
17 
Murray(1978) defines the process of writing as prevision, 
vision, and revision. Prevision is the stage in which 
the writer engages before the first draft. The writer 
develops an awareness of his/her topic. Vision is the 
second stage of Murray's writing process. This is the 
first draft, a discovery draft. Revision, the final 
stage, is what the writer undertakes after the first 
draft is completed in order to better communicate what 
has begun to appear on the page. 
Temple (1982) believes that writing involves three 
multifaceted stages. "There is a stage for rehearsing, 
for drafting, and for revising. During all three stages 
the writer's activity is dominated by some combination 
of four forces: the writer is collecting, connecting, 
1 8 
writing, and reading" (p. 187). During rehearsing the 
writers discover what they have to say. Temple's second 
stage is drafting. During drafting, writing is considered 
to be a tentative activity, because the work is undergoing 
change. "It is during the drafting stage that the writer 
19 
experiences clearly what he has to say" (p. 187). 19 
"During the process of rehearsing, drafting, and 
revising, four primary forces seem to interact as the 
writing works its way toward its own meaning. These 
forces are collecting and connecting, writing, and reading" 
(Murray, 1980, p. 7).“ According to Murray, collecting 
refers to a person's desire to gather information. The 
amount of information one collects becomes so diverse, 
that connecting becomes necessary. While the forces of 
collecting and connecting are at work, the forces of 
writing and reading are also present. Writing stems from 
our need to articulate ourselves. Reading involves crit¬ 
icism. The writer looks for clarity and grace. 
Graves has done extensive studies showing children's 
writing process, as a five-step process. The first 
stage is the pre-writing stage, during which students 
investigate topics by making word lists and drawing pic¬ 
tures. The second stage is the first draft. Children 
must know that thoughts and ideas are more important 
than spelling and punctuation in a first draft. Stage 
three is revision. It is during this stage that the 
teacher sits down with each child for an individual con¬ 
ference. The child and the teacher discuss the first 
draft and the teacher suggests improvements in one or 
two structural areas. The fourth stage is an editing 
20 
stage. This stage is also conducted during a confer¬ 
ence. it is during this second stage that some spelling 
and grammar issues may be addressed. The final stage 
is publication or preparation for presentation to an 
audience other than the teacher. This audience is 
most often, but not always comprised of classmates 
(Loeb, 1983).21 
Weiner (1980) defines the stages of writing as: 
getting an idea to write about...; determining 
how to support the idea...; getting the thought 
down and changing it as it refines itself; add¬ 
ing ideas, combining ideas, ripping open sen¬ 
tences at the beginning, in the middle, and at 
the end in productive exploration; and preparing 
2 2 
the thought for someone else to read. (p. 89) 
Daigon (1982) refers to writing as a "continuous 
2 3 
cycle of exploration, rehearsal and revision" (p. 243). 
Murray (1984) suggests that writers create a series 
of texts. 
First is the text of intent, written in the mind 
or on the page usually in notes. It is what we 
expect to write. This is destroyed by the text 
of reality, the draft we produce.... That text, 
in its turn is attacked by the text of response. 
We stand back and read the text that has surprised 
21 
us, reviewing and editing it to make our 
thinking clear. (p. 54)24 
"Learning to comprehend and produce written 
language is a longterm, cumulative process which re¬ 
quires continued exposure, practice, and guidance" 
(Moss, 1977, p. 541).25 
Prewritinq and Topic Selection 
Many different stimuli are readily available 
to assist students in the prewriting stage. Lemrow 
26 
and Lemrow (1980) suggested the use of magazines and 
comic strips, two cultural artifacts, by expository 
77 
writing teachers. Stewig (1980 )' indicated that teachers 
should use visual materials in classrooms to promote 
writing by children in primary school. He suggested: 
adding words to wordless picture books; writing about 
artists' paintings; and composing variant editions 
of the same story. 
28 
Washton (1978) wrote and successfully tested 
40 uncompleted stories designed to stimulate reluc¬ 
tant writers. 
Research suggests that children's literature 
can be used as a method for stimulating writing. 
29 Stewig (1975) advocated a program designed to help 
22 
children think about the writing process in order 
to express their thoughts better in writing. He main¬ 
tained that to stimulate children's thought and to 
introduce them to forms of literature they might not 
ordinarily read, the teacher should read to students 
a minimum of twenty minutes every day. Stimulating 
children's thought is necessary and will carry over 
into writing. 
Literature can be used as a rich natural resource 
to help children develop effective writing skills 
and expand their capacity to express themselves 
creatively. As children listen to stories read 
aloud, they are learning to attend to and com¬ 
prehend written language, and they are learning 
about the language and structure of narrative. 
(Moss, 1977, p.537)30 
Exposure to good literature is probabably the 
best experience future writers can have. Books 
can help children to explore, to feel, and to 
expand their imaginations. They can extend 
young peoples' worlds and help develop their 
reasoning powers. Reading or hearing fine 
literature promotes a feeling for beautiful 
imagery, rhythm, figurative speech, and cadence 
23 
of our language. Through good books, prospec¬ 
tive writers are introduced to form and structure 
which they will imitate when they begin to create 
their own stories and poems. Exposure to the 
fine writing in many children's books can consti¬ 
tute the foundation for a young writer's unique 
self-expression. (Wilcox, 1977, p. 550)31 
Nilsen and Greenwald (1977)3^ advocated using 
children's literature as the basis for writing for 
two reasons. First, writing about a book helps child¬ 
ren understand and appreciate the book. Second, the 
book triggers thoughts and releases the child's 
creativity. 
"Children's capacity to compose prose or poetry 
depends, in a large part, on their experience with 
33 
the language of literature" (Moss, 1978, p. 832). 
Moss (1978) contended that carefully planned literature 
experiences can help children become thoughtful and 
creative readers and writers. Children's books are 
a rich source for developing the skills and back¬ 
ground necessary for meaningful and imaginative 
composition. 
Smith (1980)34 noted that we must provide elemen¬ 
tary students with time to collect, organize, and 
rehearse their thoughts before they begin writing. 
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Prewriting is silent generally, and guides the 
writer on a mental journey from topic selection 
to planning the length, subtopics, and focus of 
the piece. The writer, in a sympathetic per¬ 
sonal way, outlines and orders the series of 
events about to unfold on paper. (Doby, 1984, 
p. 22)35 
Some students appear to jump over this pre-writing 
stage and seem to write smoothly from mind to final 
paper. However, these prewriting thoughts are occurring 
at other times. "Inspiration may strike while students 
are daydreaming in class or dressing to come to school" 
(Gebhardt, 1977, p. 676). 
37 Wilcox (1977) contended that preparation and 
motivation are required in order to reach a stage 
when most children in a class are overflowing with 
ideas and wanting to express themselves. He believes 
that children need to talk about their own experi¬ 
ences. "The writer does not try to write too soon.... 
The writer does not write until he has a good idea 
of what he has to say and how he can say it" 
(Murray, 1968, p. 8).3^ 
Shanahan (1977)39 noted the value of writing 
marathons, or uninterrupted writing sessions. These 
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marathons provide a method for the development of 
writing and thinking skills. Shanahan believes that 
there are three major purposes of writing marathons 
at the elementary level. First, marathons serve 
as a useful method for helping students to increase 
their flow of ideas when writing. Second, marathons 
help students to understand better the relationship 
among concepts. Third, marathons help to develop 
a greater versatility of written communication. 
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Weaver (1978) suggested that teachers should 
not teach composition as an isolated subject. Students 
would have greater motivation for writing, more ideas 
to write about, and greater success in learning to 
write if composition were taught in conjuction with 
other language arts activities. 
41 Wixon and Stone (1977) stated that when students 
talk both before and during writing, they produce 
clearer and better organized writing. The method 
paired students. One student talks out a composition 
while writing it . The other student asks questions 
so as to illicit clearer writing. 
42 
Clifford, Brannon, Veit, and Seiple (1980) raised 
the issue that although some writers spend more than 
half their productive time prewriting, teachers often 
26 
neglect this stage entirely. 
Prewriting allows students time to explore 
notions, to generate ideas, to develop de¬ 
tails. .. Students, having become committed to 
an idea, developed some specific details and 
established a perspective, are ready to begin 
putting their thoughts into a more refined 
format. They are ready to write a draft. 
(p. 93 )43 
Temple, Nathan, and Burris (1982^ consider pre¬ 
writing to be important because this is the time in 
which writers discover what they have to say. It 
is during this stage that the writer considers the 
widest range of ideas about which they might possibly 
write. Some writers learn what they have to say when 
they draw. Others prefer talking to a classmate during 
prewriting. Some children prefer sitting alone and 
thinking privately. 
Conscious rehearsal accompanies the decision 
to write. Rehearsal refers to the preparation 
for composing and can take the form of daydream¬ 
ing, sketching, doodling, making lists of words, 
outlining, reading, conversing, or even writing 
lines as a foil to further rehearsal. (Graves, 
27 
1983, p. 22 1 )45 
46 
Murray (1978) stressed that most writers need 
time to wait for ideas to formulate. Prewriting 
takes place within the writer's head or on scraps 
of paper. Students should be told and should under¬ 
stand the importance of prewriting. 
Teachers often search for good assignments and 
suggest exciting lead sentences. Then they wonder 
why their topics don't work. Such topics don't work 
because they are the teacher's topics, not the students' 
topics. Young children write well only when they 
speak in their own voice, about their own concerns, 
about subjects that they know and care about (Calkins, 
47 1978) . 
Schwartz (1978) contended that when students 
develop a fascination with studies they are pursuing, 
they develop a strong desire to write about that sub¬ 
ject, thus having generated a new topic. She cites 
examples of kindergarten children having an urge to 
write about their study of chick incubation in their 
classroom. 
49 Graves (1977) concluded from his research that 
second grade children, if given the chances are rare¬ 
ly without topics on which to write themselves. 
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Rukavina (1977) explains: 
While working with children and writing, I have 
found that there must be some connection be¬ 
tween the children's world and their writing. 
Children are more eager to write about what 
they know. Their perceptions are better 
grounded in the familiar, and they can later 
expand into the unknown. The writer or teach¬ 
er can be invaluable in helping the children 
to recognize the richness of their own individ¬ 
ual experiences, which can enhance their writ¬ 
ing. (p. 7 84 )50 
Teachers should help children know that their 
thoughts and adventures are worth writing about. 
Each child is an authority on something. Children 
write with authority when they write out of their 
own experiences (Calkins, 1978). 
Children write about topics because they know 
something about them. Children should be encouraged 
to focus and develop their topics before they write 
(Calkins, 1978 ) . ^ 
When children choose their own topics, they 
establish ownership and pride in their writing 
(Graves, 1983 ) . 53 
29 
Turbil (1982) claimed: 
For too long we teachers have underestimated 
children's desire to write and their ability 
to find topics for themselves. We assumed that 
teaching writing" meant assigning topics and 
compelling children to write about them... 
We ve constantly searched for "good and exciting 
topics" in the belief that "motivation" of the 
writer has heavily depended on our choice. 
(p. 4 3 )54 
Graves (1977)55 noted that topics should be assigned 
by teachers. When teachers assign topics, they cheat 
children out of an important part of the writing pro¬ 
cess. 
The Audience 
Doby (1904) recommends that the intended audience 
for which students are writing, becomes an initial 
step in the composing process. Students often write 
for their teacher's approval. 
Since the only assessment provided the student 
is usually the instructor's evaluation of the 
finished product, the student cannot help but 
30 
feel that his real audience is the teacher. 
This feeling appears to persist no matter how 
much the teacher insists she is not the student's 
audience but his editor. (Freed, 1981, p.2)^ 
Thus the relationship between evaluation and audience 
becomes evident. Evaluation has been eliminated from 
this section of this review. However, it will be 
discussed in a later section. 
58 
Schwartz (1977) theorized that if only a teacher 
reads students' writing, the main justification for 
writing is a grade. But when other classmates read 
a student's writing, there is a strong reason to find 
the best possible words to convey meaning. 
Typical classroom writing assignments are pre¬ 
pared for the teacher's perusal only. The teacher 
corrects the mistakes and returns the paper to the 
student. The student often tosses the paper into 
the basket. This process prevents children from 
learning the joys of successful written communica¬ 
tion (Cholden, 1977). 
60 Kroll (1978) believes that the practice of writing 
only for the teacher tells children that there is 
only one kind of audience that truly counts. 
Piaget (1959) concluded from his studies that 
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children's thinking is egocentric. 
To put it quite simply, we may say that the 
adult thinks socially, even when he is alone, 
and that the child under 7 thinks egocen- 
trically, even in the society of others. 
(p. 40)61 
Moffett (1968) suggested that egocentrism is 
a cause of difficulty in children's writing. 
Probably the majority of communication problems 
are caused by egocentricity, the writer's 
assumption that the reader thinks and feels as 
he does, has had the same experience, and hears 
in his head, when he is reading, the same voice 
the writer does when he is writing. It is not 
so much knowledge as awareness that he needs. 
(p. 195)62 
Piazza and Tomlinson (1985)^2 studied school writ¬ 
ing and found that it is often meaningless to be¬ 
ginning writers because they have not yet discovered 
authentic functions for writing in school. Beginning 
writers perform the writing task out of a need to 
please the teacher. Skilled writers are constantly 
aware of potential readers, and recognize that their 
audience has an influence on their writing. willinsky 
32 
64 
(1985) argued that students must know that their 
writing will be published or shared with more than 
just the teacher, in order for the writing to take 
on its own redeeming value. 
The act of writing becomes relevant to students 
when they know that their work will be noticed 
by others, and for this reason the culminating 
activity in the composing effort should be 
some kind of presentation of the work to an 
audience.... Students who know that their work 
will be heard or seen by others are motivated 
to do their best because they gain both a pur¬ 
pose and a sense of audience for their writing. 
(Clifford et al., 1980, pp. 95-96)65 
Lamme' s and Childers' (1933)^ research indicates 
that rather than having the teacher be the only avail¬ 
able audience for school writing, a more productive 
climate for composing involves writing for numerous 
real audiences. 
67 Moffett (1969) equated an audience with a sense 
of purpose for writing. 
6R Turbill (1982) who headed a year long trial 
study of Donald Graves' writing process, believes from 
her work with 27 classroom teachers and students that 
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writers need to think hard about their intended read¬ 
ers . 
The purpose of writing is not to arrange ink 
onto paper, to provide a mirror for the author's 
thoughts, but to carry ideas and information 
from the mind of one person into the mind of 
another.... The writer cannot write in an 
effective tone unless he knows his audience. 
He must discover his audience before he be¬ 
gins to write so that he can design his writing 
in such a way that it will effectively carry 
his thoughts into the reader's head. (Murray, 
1968, p. 3, p. 5)69 
Many audiences exist in the school environment, 
but writing for classmates is the easiest audience 
for which to make arrangement. Kroll (1978)noted: 
When children realize that their peers, instead 
of a teacher, will read their compositions, 
an audience of "significant others" is created, 
making audience sensitivity more meaningful.... 
Powerful learning occurs when children experience 
the failure or success of their words to commun¬ 
icate to peers. (p. 831)"^9 
Piazza and Tomlinson (1985)71 found that when 
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peers demand clarity and elaboration, young writers 
learn what writing is for, and therefore are influenced 
by an audience. Children discover their own uses for 
writing when peers respond positively to what they 
have written. 
The Use of Invented Spelling 
Kindergarten and first grade children often dis¬ 
play more interest in seeing their own words in print 
than in reading someone else's writing. 
Children's spontaneous invented spellings pro¬ 
vide them with opportunities for independence 
in enhancing their written communication skills. 
The strategies children employ reflect their 
developing language abilities. (Paul, 1976, 
72 p. 195) 7 Z 
73 Read (1971) conducted a study of this spontaneous 
spelling and suggested from his research, that this 
writing which is free from adult correction of spell¬ 
ing errors is an appropriate and enjoyable pre-reading 
activity for children. 
Children tend to progress through the following 
four stages of invented spelling: 
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1. The use of the first letter to represent 
words or syllables. (F for Friday, or TB 
for toybox) 
2. The use of the first and last letter to 
represent words, while omitting short 
vowel sounds. Long vowel sounds are like¬ 
ly to appear. (HL for hill, WZ for was, BOT 
for boat) 
3. The use of a letter to represent short vowel 
sounds. (WOTAR for water) 
4. The use of more standard spelling. This stage 
usually develops as children begin to read 
(Paul, 1976).74 
Chomsky (1971) emphasized that the use of invented 
spelling makes the child aware that written words 
belong to the child. 
He does not begin by viewing it as something 
alien imposed from without, something arbitrary 
out there which the adult world has concocted 
to make life difficult. Rather than a secret 
that only others are privy to, a ready-made 
impenetrable code, it becomes for him a means 
of expressing something in his head. (pp. 296- 
75 
297) 
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Hippie ( 1985 ) 76 conducted research 
ten class which indicates that children 
able to read, are able to write and make 
ed spelling. 
in a kindergar- 
who are not 
use of invent- 
Young children have difficulty thinking and spelling 
at the same time. Invented spelling frees them from 
concentrating on individual words and letters, thus 
allowing them to think about their ideas (Hall, 1985 ).77 
Kamii and Randazzo (1985) urge against the correc¬ 
tion of invented spelling "because errors are a neces¬ 
sary part of development, and corrections stifle 
children s confidence and desire to write.... Children's 
errors are part of their effort to build a coherent 
system of writing ... these errors are progressively 
corrected by children themselves" (p. 124).78 In¬ 
vented spelling was a common practice in Graves' (1983) 
research of children's writing. "A child could write 
about personal experiences, imaginative writing or 
'all about' books, and not be constrained by correct 
7 9 
spellings" (p. 187). Graves added that the teacher 
"worked from the first day to lead the child toward 
correct spellings, recognizing that there were differ- 
8 0 
ent stages of invention" (p. 187). 
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ths immensely valuable natural path a beginner 
can take in expressing thought confidently in 
writing before he or she knows how to spell. 
It ends the traditional domination of learning- 
to-spell over learning-to-write. (p. 51)®^ 
Teachers should not stifle creativity by overempha¬ 
sizing correct spelling. 
The main concern in "teaching writing" is to 
encourage expression on paper of the child's 
flow of thought, and this is safeguarded by 
"invented spelling" which asks the child to 
"spell" words in the best way he or she knows, 
rather than be held up or avoid the use of some 
word because of the teacher's insistence on 
always spelling correctly. (Turbill, 1982, 
,-,82 
p. 52 ) 
Temple et al. (1982) urged that invented spelling 
be used by all students in order to enable them to 
express themselves in writing as soon as they feel 
the urge to write. 
After her linguistic studies at Harvard, Chomsky 
(1971) concluded "Children ought to learn how to 
read by creating their own spellings for familiar 
words as a beginning" (p. 296). She believes that 
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writing naturally should come before reading. 
Paul (1976) concluded from his study of invented 
spelling that it gives young children the opportunity 
to write independently before they are ready for 
formal instruction in reading or spelling. 
Invented spelling gives some children the chance 
to express themselves without needing to ask 
for help from anyone. It also involves children 
in listening carefully and thinking about sounds 
in a very purposeful way. (p.200)85 
Composing or Drafting 
After prewriting, topic selection, and audience 
awareness are developed by the student, drafting 
begins. When a student begins composing, he or she 
is essentially pulling everything together. The 
child is putting ideas down onto paper to convey 
O C 
what is intended (Clifford et al., 1980). 
87 Stallard (1977) contends that composing a 
written composition is a complex task. The initial 
drafting is a search for what the writer knows or 
believes about the topic. The actual composing 
enables the mind to invent a message. Drafting is 
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"discovering what you want to say, but not neces¬ 
sarily, in complete sentences, correctly spelled and 
neatly written" (Schwartz, 1977, p. 756).88 
Revision often takes place during composing. 
According to Doby (1984): 
As words begin to flow from the pen, the 
author makes decisions and revisions concerning 
syntax, rhetoric, direction of thought, and 
audience reaction. This phase of the compos¬ 
ing process is an energentic, back-and-forth 
series of events that finds the writer experi¬ 
menting , rejecting, finding unexpected develop¬ 
ments, and generally hop-scotching through words 
and as yet not perfectly worded thoughts in an 
attempt to find the elements that satisfy. 
(p. 22)89 
Graves (1983) noted that drafting and revising 
overlap, and therefore considered composing to be 
"everything a writer does from the time the first 
words are put on paper until all drafts are completed" 
90 (p. 223). There is no need to worry about handwriting 
and spelling during the composing process (Graves, 
91 
1983 ) . 
Murray (1968)92 advised that a draft should not 
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be considered a finished product. A draft is a way 
of discovering the subject, of finally writing it 
on paper. The writer turns a subject from a sketch 
into a draft and finally into a finished form. The 
draft may indicate things that have to be looked 
up; there may be missing pieces of information. It 
is a step toward a completed piece of work. 
Ten years later, Murray (1978) referred to the 
first draft as a discovery draft. He believes that 
this initial composing is the fulcrum of the writing 
process. This discovery can be a frightening pro¬ 
cess. "The terror of the empty page is real, because 
you simply do not know what you are going to say be¬ 
fore you say it or if indeed you have anything to 
say" (p. 90).93 
Lopate (1978) suggested that "to write is to 
have to 'go under', to dive into the deepest part 
94 ... 
of oneself" (p. 139). Drafting is a tentative activity. 
The work is undergoing change. During drafting, the 
writer experiences what he has to say. The writer 
puts his or her thoughts outside of him/herself and 
is able to consider them as if they belonged to some- 
95 
one else (Temple et al., 1982). 
Drafting is the most accurate term for the 
41 
central stage of the writing process, since 
it implies the tentative nature of our 
written experiments in meaning. The writer drafts 
a piece of writing to find out what it may 
have to say. The 'it' is important. The 
writing process is a process of writing find¬ 
ing its own meaning. While the piece of writ¬ 
ing is being drafted, that writing physically 
removes itself from the writer. Thus, it can 
be examined as something which may eventually 
stand on its own before a reader. This dis¬ 
tancing is significant, for each draft must be 
an exercise in independence as well as dis- 
covery. (Murray, 1980, p. 5) 
Evaluating and Responding to Writing 
Many assessments of composition take the form 
of a threatening symbol or grade. Thus risk-taking 
and creativity are discouraged. Linguistic growth 
and experimentation are inhibited because the student 
perceives his audience as threatening. The student 
must not perceive the teacher as an authoritarian 
figure. The teacher should be seen as a coach who 
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accepts errors as part of the learning process 
(Freed, 1901). Often teachers tend to put too much 
emphasis on errors. This suggests to students that 
errors are the major concern of teachers. 
The concept of English teacher as corrector - 
as eliminator of defects - lies firmly in our 
cultural myths.... Emphasizing mistakes while 
responding to writing is discouraging, effective 
in retarding rather than enhancing writing 
growth. (Dillman, 1980, p. 42)98 
99 
Stallard (1977) suggested that teachers limit 
their responses to a student's writing to major 
deficiencies in order to avoid the pitfall of making 
the student feel totally inadequate when faced with 
a writing task. "Children need to feel secure that 
they will be praised for their successes rather than 
inn 
criticized for their failures" (Nilsen, 1977, p. 786). 
The National Council of Teachers of English (1975) has 
written a position paper on composition. They stated: 
Since a major value of writing is self-expression, 
instruction in writing should be positive. Stu¬ 
dents should be encouraged to use language clearly, 
vividly, and honestly; they should not be dis¬ 
couraged by negative correction and proscription. 
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They should be freed from fear and restriction 
so that their sensitivity and their abilities 
can develop. (p.194) 101 
Conclusions drawn from a study (Biberstine, 1977 )102 
conducted to investigate teacher response to student 
writing, showed that negative comments have a nega¬ 
tive relationship with the pupils' writing ability. 
Teachers' positive comments can lose their intended 
effect if surrounded by large numbers of negative 
comments. 
One can consider evaluation to be a judgement 
of quality. "To place a grade of quality on a child's 
writing is to defeat the philosophy of creative writ¬ 
ing, of creativity" (Tripp, 1978, p. 358).103 Tripp 
believes that it would be more appropriate for teachers 
to respond to children's writing rather than to evaluate 
it, since a universal evaluation system for children's 
writing does not exist. Teachers should ask students 
open-ended questions about their writing so as to 
develop and expand those ideas included in their writ¬ 
ing and those ideas still in their heads. 
Response is indeed a necessary, integral part 
of any writing program. Initiated in an honest, 
free, encouraging environment, it will not only 
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strengthen the child as a writer, but will con¬ 
tribute positively to the child's development 
as an individually unique and uniquely individ¬ 
ual being. (Tripp, 1978, p. 3 61) 104 
Students learn to write by writing, not by prac¬ 
ticing grammar. Correct grammar usage should not 
be used as a means to evaluate compositions. When 
grammar is taught as an independent subject, writing 
skills do not improve. "Studying grammatical theory, 
completing workbook exercises and memorizing rules 
of usage produce negligible improvement in students' 
working grammar" (Clifford et al., 1980, p.93).105 
106 Madden (1980) urged teachers to refrain from forcing 
children to do everything correctly on every paper. 
Such a practice is discouraging and unproductive. 
He urged teachers to correct only one or two of a 
student's most frequent or most glaring errors. 
Students should be given the chance to develop con¬ 
fidence . 
The practice of marking errors on a students' 
compositions does little to improve subsequent attempts 
(Daigon, 1982).107 Lamme ' s and Childers' (1983 )108 research 
indicates that when teachers refrain from criticizing 
childrens' work, a more productive climate for composing 
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exists. Gee's (1972 ) 109 study showed that if student 
was praised, the writing would improve. Yet 
if student writing was criticized or not commented 
upon at all, inhibited performances would result. 
Murray (1968) suggested that encouragement is 
a more effective teaching device than negative critism. 
Grades are meaningless during a writing course. 
You may be demanding a great deal of a good 
student and praising very little in a poor stu¬ 
dent.... Fear of a poor grade is not a good 
motivation, and undeserved A's in writing pre¬ 
sented to students who are articulate in com¬ 
parison with the boobs they sit with in a given 
classroom do positive harm to the student who 
thinks he knows how to write when he doesn't, 
(p. 138 )110 
Sowers (1980)^^ maintained that rigid standards 
of correctness and neatness restrict children to writ¬ 
ing about what they can spell correctly and express 
without a struggle. 
When elementary students are learning to write, 
issues of grammar and spelling should not become more 
important than creativity. Students are supposedly 
learning to express themselves. If teachers stop 
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the flow of ideas by evaluating students’ products 
m terms of spelling, sentence structure, capitalization, 
and punctuation, we have defeated the purpose of creative 
writing. Schools can develop students whose writing 
is mechanically correct, but sterile in quality of 
expression (Biberstine, 1977).112 Writing evaluation 
must not be based solely on grammar. "Before concepts 
take tangible form in an anxious mind, they are stifled 
by the pre-teaching of the iron-clad rules of language, 
and anxiety locks the door on creativity" (Doby, 1984, 
p. 22) . 113 
Clifford et al . (1980) 114, after studying current 
research on evaluation, believe that grades intimidate 
students and retard their progress. Grades make stu¬ 
dents cautious and unwilling to experiment. They 
urged teachers to provide encouragement and sugges¬ 
tions. They suggested that teachers respond primarily 
to content and organization, and only secondarily to 
mechanical errors. 
A student's peers can be an invaluable help in 
the evaluation process. Students can learn and improve 
by working with each other. 
The magic of the classroom is that it is not 
a collection of 30 students and one teacher. 
47 
The classroom is a special collection of 31 teach¬ 
ers, people capable of saying "here's what I 
hear you saying. Am I correct?" "Maybe if you 
had said it this way, it would have been more 
effective." (Doby, 1984, p. 22)115 
116 
Schwartz (1977) believes that students should not 
be satisfied with just the teacher's response. Students 
should have several peers read and respond to their 
drafts. 
Ellman (1975 ) noted that peer - evaluation some¬ 
times has more merits than teacher-evaluation. "Be¬ 
cause such evaluation is considerably less threaten¬ 
ing, many students who react negatively to criticism 
from their teachers are more willing to accept it 
from their peers" (p. 79).^ Calkins' (1978)^ research 
showed that young elementary school writers are able 
to help each other. The children in her study were 
capable of evaluating and teaching other children 
the skills of good writing. 
1 in 
Church's (1985) study indicated that peers' 
comments, interpretations, or questions may cause 
the writer to explore new possibilities. 
The exchange of ideas among children is better 
than an exchange with an adult because children 
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have points of view that are more or less at 
the same level. The construction of. knowledge 
is facilitated when a child tries to put his 
knowledge into relationship with ideas that are 
at a similar level. (Kammii & Randazzo, 1985, 
p. 125)120 
I Tl 
Beaven 1 s (1977) study of evaluation research 
suggests that peer evaluation: is effective; reduces 
the teacher's evaluation task; enables students to 
write more frequently; and provides more immediate 
feedback than teacher evaluation does. She claimed 
that "peer evaluation offers each student an oppor¬ 
tunity to observe how his or her writing affects others" 
Ip? 
(p. 150). “ "Peer evaluation helps students find their 
voices, develop an audience, and experiment with re- 
123 
vision strategies" (p.153). 
Browjohn, a first grade teacher in Turbill's 
(1982) year long study of writing in elementary schools, 
reported: 
As the children developed, they became less re¬ 
liant on adults and more reliant on their 
peers.... They read one another's stories, com¬ 
ment on them, ask questions, show that a word 
or punctuation has been omitted, and point to 
49 
parts that don't make sense. (p. 19)^^ 
A 1984 study (Dyson) found "children's behav¬ 
iors demonstrated that young writers' interactions 
with others can affect both the nature of the writing 
strategies and the content of the final product" 
(p. 261).125 
Calkins' (1978) study suggested that teacher/ 
student conferences are a positive way to respond to 
the writing of a student. During these individual 
conferences, the teacher listens to and responds to 
the content of a child's writing in a helpful manner. 
Sometimes a writing problem is diagnosed. Students 
are encouraged. Revision begins during the confer¬ 
ence. The idea is to improve an ongoing draft, not 
to find fault with a child's work. 
1 7 7 
Temple et al. (1982) noted that a teacher's re¬ 
sponse should be in the form of interaction with the 
writing, not reaction to the writing. Conferencing is 
a means of responding honestly and intelligently to 
children's writng, so as to effect growth. 
12 8 Teachers in Turbill's (1982) writing project 
reported that their study of conferencing, as a method 
of responding to children's writing, indicated con¬ 
ferencing: puts children in a natural learing sit- 
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uation; makes children more inclined to perform at 
their peak; allows for more individual attention 
from the teacher; and brings satisfaction and builds 
self-confidence. 
The purpose of the conference should be to 
allow the student to make a tentative diagnosis 
of his own writing problem of that week and to 
prescribe a tentative treatment.... The teach¬ 
er in the conference is an advisor, a coach, 
a person who is helping the student to teach 
himself. (Murray, 1968, p 151) 
Graves (1983) contended that: 
Conferences stimulate because they are unpre¬ 
dictable.... They stimulate because the child 
does the work. Children teach, solve problems, 
answer impossible questions, or discover new 
information hidden in the recesses of experi- 
/ ,,q. 13 0 
ence. (p. 119) 
Result's of Carnicelli's (1980) study suggest¬ 
ed that the individual nature of conference instruc¬ 
tion appeals to students. 
A teacher reading a paper at home is deprived 
of two invaluable resources: the student's 
information and the student's opinions. A con- 
ference teacher can use these resources to 
respond more accurately to the paper. 
(p. 107) 13 1 
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CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
The purpose of this study was to gather the re¬ 
actions of suburban first grade students to the Tradi¬ 
tional and Non-Traditional Writing Programs. This 
study examined their perceptions of themselves as 
writers and their perceptions of Traditional and Non- 
Traditional Writing Programs. Therefore, it was neces¬ 
sary to use a methodology that would lend itself to the 
discovery of their perceptions. This study was inter¬ 
ested in the youngsters' thoughts and feelings. 
Patton (1980) suggested that researchers must 
get close enough to the situation to understand the 
details of their experience. 
What do programs mean to participants? what is 
the quality of their experience? Answers to 
such questions, require detailed, in-depth, and 
holistic descriptions that represent people in 
their own terms and that get close enough to the 
situations being studied to understand firsthand 
the nuances of quality, (p. 74)^ 
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It is because these types of questions were being 
asked, that qualitative research was the most suitable 
and beneficial form of research for gathering the per¬ 
ceptions of young children. 
Quality has to do with nuance, with detail, 
with the subtle and unique things that make 
a difference beyond the points on a stand¬ 
ardized scale. Quality is what separates 
and falls between those points on a stand¬ 
ardized scale. (Patton, 1980, p. 74)2 
"Interview data for program evaluation allows the 
evaluator to capture the perspectives of the program 
participants, staff, and the others associated with 
the program" (Patton, 1980, p. 196).3 
"Questioning has always been the chief form of 
learning and of satisfying curiosity for human beings" 
(Brady, 1976, p. 220).4 
Observations of program participants were conduct¬ 
ed to complement the interview data. Conclusions were 
not drawn from the observational data, because it was 
subjective and gathered unsystematically. A discussion 
of the observations is presented in Chapter IV. 
Description of the Population 
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The students who participated in this study 
were first graders assigned to two separate classrooms 
within the same suburban school. The school district 
was comprised of upper and middle socioeconomic neigh¬ 
borhoods. The primary language of all the students 
who participated in the study was English. The school 
district expends approximately $3,000.00 per pupil. 
Approximately 42% of the municipality's budget is 
spent on education. The median household income is 
approximately $25,000.00. 
Twenty-one first grade students from Classroom 
A participated in the study. Nineteen students from 
Classroom B participated in the study. This population 
was chosen based on availability. 
The Researcher 
In order to eliminate the effect that the per¬ 
sonalities of two different teachers might have had 
on this study, the same teacher conducted the study 
in both Classroom A and Classroom B. The teacher is 
also the researcher. "Teachers can do research in 
their own classrooms with their own students, re- 
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search certain to improve their teaching and be of 
interest to other teachers" (Cooper, 1975, p. 5)5 
An outside observer, the school principal, observed 
five sessions of each method. The observer was asked to judge 
whether or not the researcher had different expectations 
or exhibited more enthusiastic behaviors while teaching 
either method. The observer's task was to judge the extent 
to which the two methods were conducted in an unbiased manner. 
It was necessary for the teacher/researcher to 
conduct the interviews because another teacher in the 
building might have seemed like a stranger to young 
children, thus damaging the liklihood of getting 
honest responses from the participants. 
Design of the Study 
Students in Classroom A participated in the seven 
stages of the study in the order listed below: 
Stage One - Students participated for five weeks 
in the Non-Traditional Writing Pro¬ 
gram. There were four thirty minute 
sessions each week. 
Stage Two - Each student was interviewed by the 
researcher about the Non-Traditional 
Writing Program. All interviews were 
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tape recorded. 
Staqe Three - Students participated for five 
weeks in the Traditional Writing 
Program. There were four thirty 
minute sessions each week. 
§-ta9e Four - Each student was interviewed by the 
researcher about the Traditional 
Writing Program. All interviews 
were tape recorded. 
Stage Five - Students did not participate in any 
writing program for the period of 
one week. 
Stage Six - The teacher briefly reviewed the two 
writing programs. This was an oral 
description. 
Staqe Seven - Each student was interviewed by 
the researcher. Students were asked 
comparative questions about the 
two writing programs. All inter¬ 
views were tape recorded. 
Students in Classroom B participated in the seven 
stages of the study in the order listed below: 
Staqe One - Students participated for five weeks 
in the Traditional Writing Program. 
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There were four thirty minute sessions 
each week. 
Stage Two - Each student was interviewed by the 
researcher about the Traditional 
Writing Program. All interviews were 
tape recorded. 
Stage Three - Students participated for five weeks 
in the Non-Traditioal Writing Pro¬ 
gram. There were four thirty minute 
sessions each week. 
Stage Four - Each student was interviewed by the 
researcher about the Non-Traditional 
Writing Program. All interviews were 
tape recorded. 
Stage Five - Students did not participate in any 
writing program for the period of 
one week. 
Stage Six - The teacher briefly reviewed the 
two writing programs. This was 
an oral description. 
Stage Seven - Each student was interviewed by 
the researcher. Students were asked 
comparative questions about the 
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two writing programs. All inter¬ 
views were tape recorded. 
The progression through the stages for students 
in Classroom A and students in Classroom B was re¬ 
versed, so as to minimize the effect participation 
in one program before participation in the other pro¬ 
gram might have had on the results. 
The researcher and a coder examined students' 
responses to the interview questions. Due to the 
nature of the responses, there was no room for dis¬ 
crepancy. A first grade teacher from a different 
school in the same town acted as the coder. 
The researcher made daily observations of the 
children while they were participating in both programs. 
The observations of the researcher were recorded on 
a daily basis. 
Instruments Used to Gather Data 
Three separate interviews were administered to 
all students who participated in the study. Each 
participant responded to a Traditional Writing Pro¬ 
gram Interview, a Non-Traditional Writing Program 
Interview, and a Comparative Interview Regarding the 
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Traditional and Non-Traditional Writing Programs. 
Traditional Writing Program Interview 
The following interview was administered to all 
students after participation in the Traditional Writing 
Program: 
Interviewer's Introductory Remarks. I am going 
to ask you some questions about writing and about the 
writing that we have been doing for the past five 
weeks. There are no wrong answers. Whatever you truly 
feel is correct. It is impossible to make a mistake. 
I want you to be very honest. Remember, I don't care 
what your answer is. All that I care about, is that 
you tell me how you truly feel. 
1. Are you a good writer? 
2. Do you like writing? 
3. Do you like the writing that we have been doing 
in class? 
4. If you had to choose one of the following 
sentences to tell how you feel about the writ¬ 
ing we have been doing in class, which one 
would come closest to the way that you 
feel? 
A. I like it very, very much. 
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B. I like it. 
C. It's okay. I don't like it or dis¬ 
like it. 
D. I dislike it. 
E. I dislike it very, very, much. 
5. Do you look forward to writing in class? 
A. Always. 
B. Sometimes. 
C. Never. 
6. How do you feel when I return your papers with 
the corrections that I've made? 
7. Would you say that your mistakes bother you: 
A. Always? 
B. Sometimes? 
C. Never? 
8. Is spelling a problem for you when you are 
writing? Why or why not? 
9. Are capital letters and periods a problem for 
you when you are writing? Why or why not? 
10. Do you have any concerns about writing? 
11. What do you think about writing? Do you have 
any other thoughts that we haven't discussed? 
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Non-Traditional Writing Program Interview 
The following interview was administered to all 
students after participation in the Non-Traditional 
Writing Program: 
Interviewer's Introductory Remarks. i am going 
to ask you some questions about writing and about the 
writing that we have been doing in class for the past 
five weeks. There are no wrong answers. Whatever 
you truly feel is correct. it is impossible to make 
a mistake. I want you to be very honest. Remember, 
I don't care what your answer is. All that I care 
about, is that you tell me how you truly feel. 
1. Are you a good writer? 
2. Do you like writing? 
3. Do you like the writing we have been doing 
in class? 
4. If you had to choose one of the following sen¬ 
tences to tell how you feel about the writing 
that we have been doing in class, which one 
would come closest to the way you feel? 
A. I like it very, very much. 
B. I like it. 
C. It's okay. I don't like it or dis¬ 
like it. 
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D. I dislike it. 
E. I dislike it very, very much. 
5. Do you look forward to writing in class? 
A. Always. 
B. Sometimes. 
C. Never. 
6. Tell me how you feel about the writing con¬ 
ferences. What do you like and what do you 
dislike about them? 
7. How do you feel when I make suggestions to 
help you improve your writing during the 
conferences? 
8. Would you say that my suggestions bother you: 
A. Always? 
B. Sometimes? 
C. Never? 
9. Is spelling a problem for you when you are 
writing? Why or why not? 
10. Are capital letters and periods a problem 
for you when you are writing? Why or why 
not? 
11. Tell me how you feel about publishing your 
work. What do you like and what do you dis¬ 
like about it? 
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12. Do you like it or dislike it when other 
children publish their work? Why? 
13. Do you have any concerns about writing? 
14. What do you think about writing? Do you have 
any other thoughts that we haven't discussed? 
Comparative Interview Regarding the Traditional and 
Non-Traditiona1 Writing Programs 
The following comparative interview was ad¬ 
ministered to all students after participation in 
both the Traditional Writing Program and the Non-Tra- 
ditional Writing Program. 
Interviewer's Introductory Remarks. I am going 
to ask you some questions about writing and about the 
writing that we have been doing for the past ten weeks. 
There are no wrong answers. Whatever you truly feel 
is correct. It is impossible to make a mistake. I 
want you to be very honest. Remember, I don't care 
what your answer is. All that I care about is that 
you tell me how you truly feel. 
Remember that we have had two different kinds 
of writing classes. 
1. Which did you like better? 
A. Choosing you own topic. 
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B. Having me choose the topic. 
Why? 
2. Which did you like better? 
A. Having a conference to improve your 
writing. 
B. Having me correct your mistakes. 
Why? 
3. Which did you like better? 
A. Bringing your papers home after I 
returned your final draft. 
B. Publishing your papers before you 
brought them home. 
Why? 
4. Which did you like better? 
A. Not knowing what other children 
wrote. 
B. Hearing and reading their published 
compositions. 
Why? 
5. Did spelling bother you more when I corrected 
your mistakes or when we had a conference to 
improve your writing? 
Why? 
6. Did capital letters and periods bother you 
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more when I corrected your mistakes or when 
we had a conference to improve your writing? 
Why? 
7. Was it easier to write when I assigned the 
topic or when you chose it yourself? 
Why? 
8. During which writing program did you write 
your best stories? 
9. During which writing method did you write 
your longest stories? 
10. What do you think about writing? what is good 
about it and what bothers you? Tell me any¬ 
thing at all about writing that you haven't 
had a chance to say so far. 
Observational Data 
Throughout the study, the researcher made careful 
observations of students' classroom participation and 
spoken comments. The researcher kept notes regarding 
these observations. 
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Analysis of Data 
The intention of this study was to gather the 
reactions of first grade students to Traditional and 
Non-Traditional Writing Programs. This study also 
examined students' perceptions of themselves as writ¬ 
ers. Therefore, a careful description and analysis 
of the interview data was done. The number and per¬ 
centage of students responding in various ways to each 
interview question will be presented in Chapter IV. 
Sample responses from many interview questions will 
also be pressented in narrative form. A description 
of the information gathered during the researcher's 
observations will also be presented in Chapter IV. 
Since the data was inappropriate for statistical treat¬ 
ment, statistical tests of significance were not done. 
Permission to Conduct This Study 
Permission was granted by the parent of all 
participants, allowing his/her child to participate 
in this study (See Appendix A for sample letter). 
Permission was also granted by the Assistant 
Superintendent for Academic Affairs of the _ 
Public Schools, allowing the researcher to conduct 
this study (See Appendix B for letter granting this 
permission). 
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CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
Introduction 
This study gathered the reactions of first grade 
students to Traditional and Non-Traditional Writing 
Programs. After participating in a Traditional Writing 
Program, first graders' perceptions of themselves as 
writers and of the Traditional Writing Program were 
gathered. This study also gathered first graders' 
perceptions of themselves as writers and of the Non- 
Traditional Writing Program, after participation in 
such a program. This study compared students' reac¬ 
tions to both programs. It also compared their per¬ 
ceptions of themselves and of their writing success 
after participating in both writing programs. 
The instruments used to gather the data were the 
three interviews described in Chapter III of this 
study. 
The researcher also gathered information from 
participants' written compositions, classroom partici¬ 
pation, and oral comments. This observational data, 
although subjective and gathered unsystematically, 
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complements the interview data, by providing insights. 
The implications and limitations of both kinds 
of data collected will be discussed in chapter V of 
this study. 
The data will be presented in the following 
order: 
I. Interview Data. 
A. Results of the Traditional Writing Program 
Interview Questions. 
B. Results of the Non-Traditional Writing 
Program Interview Questions. 
C. Results of the Compartative Interview Ques¬ 
tions Regarding the Traditional and Non- 
Traditional Writing Programs. 
II. Observational Data. 
The tables in the data presentation section of 
this chapter illustrate student responses to the in¬ 
terview questions. Sample responses are also given 
in narrative form when appropriate. 
A discussion of the data, which will include both 
conclusions and a summary, will follow the presentation 
of the data. 
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Interview Data 
40 students participated in this study. For 
the purposes of studying the data, it is necessary 
to note that 21 students in this study were assigned 
to Classroom A and that 19 students in this study 
were assigned to Classroom B. 
—Suits of the Traditional Writing Program Interview 
Questions 
Table 1 gives an illustration of those partici¬ 
pants who thought they were good writers during the 
Traditional Writing Program. 
TABLE 1 
STUDENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION "ARE YOU A GOOD WRITER?" 
------- 
Response Classroom A 
N % 
Classroom B 
N % 
Combined 
N % 
YES 20 95.2 17 89 . 5 37 92.5 
NO 1 4.8 2 10.5 3 7.5 
Table 2 shows data relative to those participants 
who liked writing. 
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TABLE 2 
STUDENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION 
"DO YOU LIKE WRITING?" 
Response Classroom A Classroom B Combined 
N % N % N % 
Yes 21 100 19 100 40 100 
No 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Table 3 shows that all participants liked the 
Traditional Writing Program. 
TABLE 3 
STUDENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION "DO YOU LIKE THE 
WRITING WE HAVE BEEN DOING IN CLASS?" 
Response Classroom A 
N % 
Classroom B 
N % 
Combined 
N % 
Yes 21 100 19 100 40 100 
No 0 0 0 0 0 0 
More specific data regarding students' likes and 
dislikes of the Traditional Writing Program is given 
in Table 4. 
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TABLE 4 
STUDENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION "IF YOU 
ONE OF THE FOLLOWING SENTENCES TO TELL 
ABOUT THE WRITING WE HAVE BEEN DOING I 
ONE WOULD COME CLOSEST TO THE WAY THAT 
A. I LIKE IT VERY, VERY MUCH 
B. I LIKE IT. 
C. IT'S OKAY. I DON'T LIKE IT OR 
D. I DISLIKE IT. 
E. I DISLIKE IT VERY, VERY MUCH." 
HAD TO CHOOSE 
HOW YOU FEEL 
N CLASS, WHICH 
YOU FEEL? 
DISLIKE IT. 
Response Class 
N 
room A 
O 
O 
Class 
N 
room B 
o 
o 
Combined 
N % 
A 8 38 . 1 15 78 . 9 23 57.5 
B 9 42.9 4 21.1 13 32.5 
C 4 19 0 0 4 10 
D 0 0 0 0 0 0 
E 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Info 
students 
the Tradi 
rmat ion pe 
looked for 
tiona1 Wri 
taining to 
ard to wri 
ing Progra 
the degree 
ting in cla 
m is presen 
to which 
ss during 
ted in Table 
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TABLE 5 
TO^WR ITI NG^I N^CLASS? °UESTI°N "D° Y°U L°°K F°“ 
A. ALWAYS. 
B. SOMETIMES 
C. NEVER." 
Response Class 
N 
room A 
% 
Classroom B 
N % 
Combined 
N % 
A 8 38 . 1 19 100 27 67.! 
B 12 57.1 0 0 12 30 
C 1 4.8 0 0 1 2.! 
Table 6 gives an illustration of students' 
feelings about the teacher returning their papers 
with teacher-made corrections, during the Trad¬ 
itional Writing Program. The responses of the 
students have been categorized into two groups. 
The responses indicated that students either could 
have felt good or they could have felt not good 
about this situation. All participants indicated 
that they felt good about this situation. 
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TABLE 6 
STUDENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION 
I RETURN YOUR PAPERS WITH THE 
MADE?" 
"HOW DO YOU FEEL WHEN 
CORRECTIONS THAT I'VE 
Response Classroom A Classroom B Combined 
N % N % N % 
Good 21 100 19 100 40 100 
Not 
Good 0 0 0 0 0 0 
The information presented in Table 7 shows how 
often students believed that their mistakes bothered 
them. 
TABLE 7 
STUDENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION "WOULD YOU SAY THAT 
YOUR MISTAKES BOTHER YOU: 
A. ALWAYS? 
B. SOMETIMES? 
C. NEVER?" 
Response Classroom A 
N % 
Classroom B 
N % 
Combined 
N % 
A 
B 
C 
0 0 
5 23.8 
16 76.2 
0 
2 
17 
0 
10.5 
89.5 
0 0 
7 17.5 
33 82.5 
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Table 8 gives the data relative to those stu¬ 
dents who did believe that spelling was a problem for 
them when they were writing and those students who 
did not believe that spelling was a problem for them 
when they were writing during the Traditional Writing 
Program. Sample responses follow the table. 
TABLE 8 
STUDENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION "IS SPELLING A PROBLEM 
FOR YOU WHEN YOU ARE WRITING? WHY OR WHY NOT?" 
Response Classroom A Classroom B Combined 
N o. o N o o N o o 
Yes 4 19 7 36.8 11 27.5 
No 17 81.0 12 63.2 29 72.5 
Sample Response 1: "Sometimes I spell the let- 
wrong and I want to spell it right." 
Sample Response 2: "No, because I usually sound 
out the word and try to see what letter makes the 
sound and then I write it down." 
Information pertaining to whether or not stu¬ 
dents believed that capital letters and periods were 
a problem for them when writing during the Traditional 
Program, is given in Table 9. 
low the table. 
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Sample responses fol- 
TABLE 9 
oTUDENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION "ARE CAPITAL TFTTFRQ 
WH? ORR^?SnSt?"°BLEM ^ Y°U WHEN Y°U ARE WRITING? 
Response Classroom A Classroom B Combined 
N % n a xt o 
5 23.8 5 26.3 10 25 
16 76 . 2 14 73.7 30 75 
Sample Response 1: "I kind of forget the per¬ 
iods and like sometimes I forgot to put in the capi¬ 
tals. " 
Sample Response 2: "I can always remember to 
put a period down. Then I can remember to put a 
capital." 
Table 10 shows how many students had concerns 
about writing after participating in the Traditional 
Writing Program. A sample response, which gives the 
exact concerns of an individual student, follows the 
table. 
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TABLE 10 
STUDENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION 
CONCERNS ABOUT WRITING?" 
DO YOU HAVE ANY 
Response Classroom A 
N % 
Classroom B 
N % 
Combined 
N % 
Yes 1 00
 0 0 1 2.5 
No 20 95.2 19 100 39 97.5 
Sample response: "I think I get a lot wrong." 
Table 11 shows how many students had additional 
thoughts about writing that they wished to express, 
participating in the Traditional Writing Pro¬ 
gram. Sample responses follow the table. 
TABLE 11 
STUDENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION "WHAT DO YOU THINK 
ABOUT WRITING? DO YOU HAVE ANY OTHER THOUGHTS THAT 
WE HAVEN'T DISCUSSED?" 
Response Classroom A 
N % 
Classroom B 
N % 
Combined 
N % 
Yes 1 4.8 4 21.1 5 12.5 
No 20 95.2 15 78.9 35 87.5 
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Sample Response 1: "Sometimes we never get to 
make up our own stories. if you make up your own 
stories you can make a short story or a long story 
and it's better." 
Sample Response 2: "Well, I kind of liked the 
other one (Non-Traditional Writing Program) better, 
the other writing better. This one's pretty good 
too. We used to pick out our stories and we got to 
finish them faster. On the other one (Non-Tradition¬ 
al Writing Program), we could just make up our 
stories." 
Results of the Non-Tradiiiona1 Writing Program Inter¬ 
view Questions 
Table 12 gives an illustration of those partici¬ 
pants who thought that they were good writers during 
the Non-Traditional Writing Program. 
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TABLE 12 
STUDENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION "ARE YOU A GOOD WRITER? 
Response Classroom A 
N % 
Classroom B 
N % 
Combined 
N % 
Yes 21 100 19 100 40 100 
No 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Table 13 shows data relatives to those partici¬ 
pants who liked writing. The response of the one 
student who answered negatively follows the table. 
TABLE 13 
STUDENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION "DO YOU LIKE WRITING?" 
Response Classroom A Classroom B Combined 
N % N % N % 
Yes 20 95.2 19 100 39 97.5 
No 1 
00
 0 0 1 2 . 5 
Sample Response: No, I'd rather be reading. 
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Table 14 shows that a very large majority of 
the participants liked the Non-Traditional Writing 
Program. 
TABLE 14 
STUDENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION "DO YOU LIKE THE WRIT¬ 
ING WE HAVE BEEN DOING IN CLASS?" 
Response Classroom A 
N % 
Classroom B 
N % 
Combined 
N % 
Yes 20 95.2 19 100 39 97.5 
No 1 
00
 0 0 1 2.5 
More specific data regarding students' likes and 
dislikes of the Non-Traditional Writing Program is 
given in Table 15. 
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TABLE 15 
STUDENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION "IF YOU HAD TO CHOOSE 
ONE OF THE FOLLOWING SENTENCES TO TELL HOW YOU FEEL 
ABOUT THE WRITING WE HAVE BEEN DOING IN CLASS, WHICH 
ONE WOULD COME CLOSEST TO THE WAY THAT YOU FEEL? 
A. I LIKE IT VERY, VERY MUCH. 
B. I LIKE IT. 
C. IT'S OKAY. I DON'T LIKE IT OR DISLIKE IT 
D. I DISLIKE IT. 
E. I DISLIKE IT VERY, VERY MUCH." 
Response Classroom A 
N % 
Classroom B 
N % 
Combined 
N % 
A 13 61 . 9 14 73.7 27 67.5 
B 7 33 . 3 5 26.3 12 30 
C 0 0 0 0 0 0 
D 1 4.8 0 0 1 2.5 
E 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Information pertaining to the deg reee to which 
students looked forward to writing in class during 
the Non-Traditional Writing Program i s presented in 
Table 16. 
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TABLE 16 
STUDENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION 
TO WRITING IN CLASS? DO YOU LOOK FORWARD 
A. ALWAYS. 
B. SOMETIMES. 
C. NEVER." 
Response Classroom A 
N % 
Classroom B 
N % 
Combined 
N % 
A 11 52 . 5 16 84 . 2 27 67.5 
B 10 47.6 3 15.8 13 32.5 
C 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Table 17 gives an illustration of students' 
feelings about the writing conferences. The responses 
of the students have been categorized into two groups. 
The responses indicated that students either liked 
or dislike the writing conferences. Sample responses 
follow the table. 
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TABLE 17 
STUDENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION " 
ABOUT THE WRITING CONFERENCES. 
WHAT DO YOU DISLIKE ABOUT THEM? 
TELL ME HOW YOU FEEL 
WHAT DO YOU LIKE AND 
Response Classroom A 
N % 
Classroom B 
N % 
Combined 
N % 
Like 21 100 19 100 40 100 
Dislike 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Sample Response 1: "I like it and I'm kind of 
happy that I get to come up. I feel good about my 
story. I get closer to publishing the stories once 
I come up for a conference." 
Sample Response 2: "What I like about them is 
like you try to help us. I know that you're trying 
to help us make our story better and to get going 
onto publishing. You give us clues." 
Sample Response 3: "I like telling the stories 
to you." 
Sample Response 4: "I like everything about 
them. 'Cause you don't get in trouble if you make 
a mistake and after a while you get to publish. 
And I like it when I get to see you 'cause then I 
can figure out my mistakes myself." 
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The information presented in Table 18 shows 
how students felt when the teacher made suggestions 
to help them improve their writing during the con¬ 
ferences. Responses were categorized as either 
good or not good. Sample responses follow the table. 
TABLE 18 
STUDENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION "HOW DO YOU FEEL WHEN 
I MAKE SUGGESTIONS TO HELP YOU IMPROVE YOUR WRITING 
DURING THE CONFERENCES?" 
Response Classroom A 
N % 
Classroom B 
N % 
Combined 
N % 
Good 21 100 19 100 40 100 
Not Good 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Sample Response 1: 
things mixed up, because 
getting published." 
Sample Response 2: 
up better." 
Table 19 shows how 
"It's good even when I get 
I get closer and closer to 
"Good, because the story ends 
often students felt that the 
teacher's suggestions bothered them. 
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TABLE 19 
STUDENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION 
MY SUGGESTIONS BOTHER YOU: 
A. ALWAYS? 
B. SOMETIMES? 
C. NEVER?" 
WOULD YOU SAY THAT 
Response Classroom A 
N % 
Classroom B 
N % 
Combined 
N % 
A 0 0 0 0 0 0 
B 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C 21 100 19 100 40 100 
Table 20 gives the data relative to those stu¬ 
dents who did believe that spelling was a problem for 
them when they were writing and those students who 
did not believe that spelling was a problem for them 
when they were writing during the Non-Traditional 
Writing Program. Sample responses follow the table. 
I 
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TABLE 20 
STUDENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION 
FOR YOU WHEN YOU ARE WRITING? 
IS SPELLING A PROBLEM 
WHY OR WHY NOT?" 
Response Classroom A Classroom B Combined 
N i N % N % 
Yes 3 14.3 3 15.8 6 15 
No 18 85.7 16 84.2 34 85 
Sample Response 1: "No, but sometimes I get 
stuck on a word and then I just guess." 
Sample Response 2: "Yes, sometimes I spell 
them right and sometimes wrong, but conferences 
help." 
Information pertaining to whether or not stu¬ 
dents believed that capital letters and periods were 
a problem for them when writing during the Non-Trad- 
itional Writing Program is given in Table 21. Sam¬ 
ple responses follow the table. 
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TABLE 21 
STUDENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION 
AND PERIODS A PROBLEM FOR YOU 
WHY OR WHY NOT?" 
"ARE CAPITAL LETTERS 
WHEN YOU ARE WRITING? 
Response Classroom A Classroom B Combined 
N % N M Q. 
Yes 7 33 . 3 6 31 . 6 13 32.5 
No 14 66.7 13 68 . 5 27 67 . 5 
Sample Response 1: "No. I read over the story 
and get where the periods are supposed to be." 
Sample Response 2: "Sometimes I forget them and 
stuff . " 
Students' feelings about publishing their work 
fell into two categories. They either liked or dis¬ 
liked publishing their work. Table 22 shows that 
all participants liked publishing their work. 
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TABLE 22 
STUDENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION 
ABOUT PUBLISHING YOUR WORK? 
WHAT DO YOU DISLIKE ABOUT IT? 
"TELL ME HOW YOU FEEL 
WHAT DO YOU LIKE AND 
II 
Response Classroom A 
N % 
Classroom B 
N % 
Combined 
N % 
Like 21 100 19 100 40 100 
Dislike 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Sample Response 1: "I like everything about 
it - standing up in front of the class and reading 
it. I feel good about my work." 
Sample Response 2: "I like reading it out to 
the class and people reading it and stuff." 
Sample Response 3: "Well, what I like about it 
is when I read it in front of the whole class and 
they get to hear it and like they get to read it on 
the back table if they didn't hear it or something. 
It makes me feel pretty happy because the other kids 
get to read it and I get to read it in front of the 
class." 
Sample Response 4: "I like publishing. Then 
the rest of the class gets to hear what I wrote and 
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then the other people get to read it. That makes 
me feel good 'cause then they get to know what you've 
written." 
Sample Response 5: "I like it because I get to 
tell the whole class what my story is and they like 
it. It makes me proud of myself." 
Table 23 shows that all participants 
liked it when other children published their work. 
TABLE 23 
STUDENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION "DO YOU LIKE IT OR 
DISLIKE IT WHEN OTHER CHILDREN PUBLISH THEIR WORK9 
WHY?" 
Response Classroom A 
N % 
Classroom B 
N % 
Combined 
N % 
Like 21 100 19 100 40 100 
Dislike 00 00 00 
All children indicated that they enjoy hearing 
and/or reading other children's stories. 
Table 24 shows that no children had any con¬ 
cerns about writing after participating in the Non- 
Traditional Writing Program. 
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TABLE 24 
STUDENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION 
CERNS ABOUT WRITING?" 
"DO YOU HAVE ANY CON- 
Response Classroom A 
N % 
Classroom B 
N % 
Combined 
N % 
Yes 0 0 0 0 0 0 
No 21 100 19 100 40 100 
Table 25 shows how many students had additional 
thoughts about writing that they wished to express, 
after participating in the Non-Traditional Writing 
Program. Sample responses follow the table. 
TABLE 25 
STUDENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION "WHAT DO YOU THINK 
ABOUT WRITING? DO YOU HAVE ANY OTHER THOUGHTS THAT 
WE HAVEN'T DISCUSSED?" 
Response Classroom A 
N % 
Classroom B 
N % 
Combined 
N % 
Yes 5 23.8 2 10.5 7 17.5 
No 16 76.2 17 89.5 33 82.5 
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Sample Response 1: "Sometimes I just like to 
write all different stories and stuff like that. 
I like writing all different stories because you can 
read them yourself." 
Sample Response 2: "Well, one thing. When we 
wait for a conference, it's good to write down more 
things and then you can publish that some day." 
Results of the Comparative Interview Questions Re¬ 
garding the Traditional and the Non-Traditioanl 
Writing Programs 
A large majority of participants preferred 
choosing their own topics rather than having their 
writing topics assigned by the teacher. This is 
illustrated in Table 26. Sample responses follow 
the table. 
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TABLE 26 
STUDENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION "WHICH DID YOU LIKE BET 
TER? 
A. CHOOSING YOUR OWN TOPIC. 
B. HAVING ME CHOOSE THE TOPIC 
WHY?" 
Response Classroom A Classroom B 
N % N % 
Combined 
N % 
19 90.5 18 94.7 37 92.5 
2 9.5 1 5.3 3 7.5 
Sample Response 1: "Choosing my own topic. I 
don't want to have to write those stories that you 
pick and when I pick my own stories I can pick what¬ 
ever I want." 
Sample Response 2: "Choosing my own topic. Be¬ 
cause then I could figure out my own things to write." 
Sample Response 3: "You (the teacher) choosing 
the topics. Then all the class knows what everyone 
else is writing and they all write the same thing." 
Table 27 shows those students who preferred hav¬ 
ing a conference to improve their writing, rather than 
having the teacher correct their mistakes. Sample 
responses follow the table. 
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STUDENT 
BETTER? 
A. 
B. 
WHY?" 
TABLE 27 
RESPONSES to question "WHICH did you like 
having a conference to IMPROVE YOUR wPTTTMr 
having me correct your mistakes NG 
Response Clas 
N 
sroom A 
% 
Class 
N 
room B 
% 
Combined 
N % 
A 17 81.0 18 94.7 35 87.5 
B 4 19 1 5.3 5 12.5 
Sample Response 1: "Having a conference. Be¬ 
cause I like to correct them too." 
Sample Response 2: "You correcting them. Be¬ 
cause I fix the wrong thing." 
28 illustrates students 1 preferences for 
either bringing their papers home after the teacher 
returned the final draft, or publishing their papers 
before they brought them home. Sample responses fol¬ 
low the table. 
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„ TABLE 28 
bet?er? responses to question -which did you like 
A- VO;rE?NAYL°DRAPrERS H0ME AFTER 1 RETURNED 
B' THEM^HOME^ Y°UR PAPERS BEF°RE Y°U BR0UGHT 
WHY?" 
Response Classroom A 
N % 
Classroom B 
N % 
Combined 
N % 
A 0 0 0 0 0 0 
B 21 100 19 100 40 100 
Sample Response 1: "Publishing my papers. Then 
the other kids get to know my stories." 
Sample Response 2: "Publishing my papers. Then 
everybody gets to hear my story and I like it then." 
Table 29 shows that all participants preferred 
hearing and reading other children's published com¬ 
positions, rather than not knowing what other children 
wrote. Sample responses follow the table. 
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STUDENT 
BETTER? 
A. 
B . 
WHY?" 
TABLE 29 
RESPONSES TO QUESTION "WHICH DID YOU LIKE 
NOT KNOWING WHAT OTHER CHILDREN WROTE. 
HEARING AND READING THEIR PUBLISHED 
COMPOSITIONS. 
Response Classroom A 
N % 
Classroom B 
N % 
Combined 
N % 
o
 
o
 
<
 0 0 0 0 
B 21 100 19 100 40 100 
Sample Response 1 : "Hearin g and reading their 
published compositions. Because some of them were 
good and I like hearing them." 
Sample Response 2: "Hearin g and reading their 
published compositions. Because I like to hear 
what they wrote down." 
Table 30 shows those students who felt that 
spelling bothered them more when the teacher corrected 
their mistakes, compared to those students who felt 
that spelling bothered them more when they participated 
conference. Sample Responses follow the table. in a 
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TABLE 30 
vnnDunLRESP0NSES T° QUESTI0N "DID SPELLING BOTHER 
YOU MORE WHEN I CORRECTED YOUR MISTAKES OR WHEN WE 
HAD A CONFERENCCE TO IMPROVE YOUR WRITING? WHY? 
Response Classroom A 
N % 
Classroom B 
N % 
Combined 
N % 
Teacher 
Corrected 18 85.7 19 100 37 92.5 
Confer- 
ence 3 14 . 3 0 0 3 7.5 
Sample Response 1: "it bothered me more when 
you corrected them. I kind of like to fix it myself 
and stuff, instead of you fixing it." 
Sample Response 2: "It bothered me more in a 
conference. Sometimes I circle the wrong things." 
Table 31 shows those students who felt that 
capital letters and periods bothered them more when 
the teacher corrected their mistakes, compared to 
those students who felt that capital letters and per¬ 
iods bothered them more when they participated in a 
conference. Sample responses follow the table. 
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TABLE 31 
STUDENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION "DID CAPITAL LETTERS 
AND PERIODS BOTHER YOU MORE WHEN I CORRECTED YOUR 
MISTAKES OR WHEN WE HAD A CONFERENCE TO IMPROVE 
YOUR WRITING? WHY?" 
Response Classroom A Classroom B Combined 
N % N % ms O O 
 
o 
o N % 
Teacher 
Corrected 16 76.2 17 89.5 33 82.5 
Confer¬ 
ence 5 23.8 2 10.5 7 17.5 
Sample Response 1: "When you corrected them. 
I didn't like it because I like to do it myself 
and circle it myself and see how good I can do and 
see if I can fix my letters and stuff and see if I 
can do it." 
Sample Response 2: "A conference. Sometimes 
I forget what you say." 
An illustration showing that a large majority of 
participants thought that it was easier to write 
when they chose their own topic, rather than when 
the teacher chose the topic is given in Table 32. 
Sample responses follow the table. 
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TABLE 32 
STUDENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION "WAS IT EASIER TO WRITE 
WHEN I ASSIGNED THE TOPIC OR WHEN YOU CHOSE IT YOUR¬ 
SELF? WHY?" ii YUUK 
Response Classroom A Classroom B Combined 
N % N % N % 
Teacher 
Assigned 
Topic 3 14.3 1 5.3 4 10 
Student 
Chosen 
Topic 18 85.7 18 94.7 36 90 
Sample Response 1: "When I chose it myself. 
'Cause then I could write what I wanted and I could 
write longer stories sometimes." 
Sample Response 2: "When I chose it myself. 
Because I can make up more things with what I 
choose." 
Sample Response 3: "when you told us what to 
write. Well, because you (the teacher) know what 
to write about and sometimes it's hard to think 
of things to write about when you (the student) 
have to choose the topic and you (the teacher) 
might think of some things that some other people 
like me never thought of." 
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Table 33 shows that a large majority of the 
participants thought that they wrote their best 
stories during the Non-Traditional Writing Program, 
rather than during the Traditional Writing Pro- 
gram. 
STUDENT RESPONSE 
PROGRAM DID YOU 
■L nunc s> J 
o TO QUESTION "DURING WHICH WRITING 
WRITE YOUR BEST STORIES?" 
Response Classroom A 
N % 
Classroom B 
N % 
Combined 
N % 
Trad . 
Writing 
Program 2 9.5 2 10 . 5 4 10 
Non-Trad. 
Writing 
Program 19 90.5 17 89 . 5 36 90 
The data presented in Table 34 shows that 
most students felt that they wrote their longest 
stories during the Non-Traditional Writing Program, 
rather than during the Traditional Writing Program. 
110 
TABLE 34 
aToS^Sxjs ?sstjs:,;sTss,is5! — 
Response Classroom A Classroom B combined 
£ i £ » N % 
Trad . 
Writing 
Program 1 4.8 3 15.8 4 10 
Non-Trad . 
Writing 
Program 20 95.2 16 84.2 36 90 
Table 35 shows the data relative to those stu¬ 
dents who chose to give additional comments about 
writing, what they thought was good about it, what 
bothered them, or other thoughts that they hadn't 
had the opportunity to express. 
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TABLE 35 
STUDENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION "WHAT DO YOU THINK ABOUT 
WRITING? WHAT IS GOOD ABOUT IT AND WHAT BOTHERS YOU7 
TELL ME ANYMING AT ALL ABOUT WRITING THA^Su HADN'T 
HAS A CHANCE TO SAY SO FAR." nAvt.N i 
Response Classroom A Classroom B Combined 
N % N M Q. 
Comment 3 14.3 5 26.3 8 20 
No Com- 
ment 18 85.7 14 73.7 32 80 
Sample Response 1: "Sometimes I like both kinds 
of writing. It was best when I got to choose it myself." 
Sample Response 2: "I like both of the writing. 
I like when we chose the topic, 'cause you can write more." 
Observational Data 
Students in both classrooms appeared to enjoy 
both writing programs, although their general en¬ 
thusiasm for the Non-Traditional Writing Program 
seemed to far surpass their enthusiasm for the Trad¬ 
itional Writing Program. 
When students were participating in the Trad¬ 
itional Writing Program, they often commented that 
they couldn't think of anything about which to write. 
112 
The students expressed many dissatisfactions with the 
topics assigned by the teacher. when the assignment 
was to write about a pet dog, five students asked for 
permisssion to write about something else altogether. 
An additional seven students asked for permission to 
write about a pet cat, bird, or fish. They explained 
that they would rather write about their pets. similar 
scenes were repeated each time the teacher assigned 
a topic. 
During the Traditional Writing Program, many stu¬ 
dents spent a portion of their time sitting at their 
desks, not writing. when questioned about this, the 
common answers implied that the students could not 
think of anything to write. The children seemed to 
spend less time writing and more time thinking. 
On seven occassions, during the Traditional Writ¬ 
ing Program, the researcher observed children counting 
their spelling errors, which were corrected by the 
teacher, and comparing the number of incorrect spell¬ 
ings with classmates. 
Students never inquired as to when the next writ¬ 
ing session would take place. Four students, on separ¬ 
ate occassions, asked for the following day's assignment. 
They all expressed that they wanted to think about it 
113 
after school. 
During the Non-Traditional Writing Program, stu¬ 
dents did not comment about being unable to think o£ 
things about which to write. 
In fact, students often had trouble determining 
which story to write first. Students often reported 
that they thought about their topics at home. While 
participating in the Non-Traditional Writing Program, 
students were not observed sitting at their desks, 
unable to write. when students could not think of 
anything else about which to write, they simply chose 
another topic. 
Spelling errors never became a competitive issue 
among students, since they were addressed during the 
conferences. 
During the Non-Traditional Writing Program, stu¬ 
dents concentrated on their audience. One student's 
comment illustrates this: "I'm going to write a soccer 
story because Chris and Greg like soccer!" 
Students often made inquiries pertaining to the 
time of the next writing session. This might indicate 
a raised level of enthusiasm. 
The reader should note that these observations 
are unscientific and subjective. They are intended 
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only to complement the interview data. 
Discussion 
Traditional Writing Program Discussion 
92.5% of the participants in both Classroom A 
and Classroom B believed that they were good writers. 
100% of the participants in both Classroom A and Class¬ 
room B liked writing. 100% of the participants in 
both Classroom A and Classroom B liked the Traditional 
Writing Program. since the results for both groups 
were quite similar, it seems that participation in 
one program before participation in the other program 
had little effect on these results. 
Figure 1 illustrates students' reactions to the 
Traditional Writing Program. Only 38.1% of the Class¬ 
room A participants indicated that they like the Tradi¬ 
tional Writing Program very, very much. Yet 78.9% 
of the Classroom B participants indicated that they 
liked the Traditional Writing Program very, very much. 
42.9% of the Classroom A participants indicated that 
they liked the Traditional Writing Program. Yet only 
21.1% of the Classroom B participants indicated that 
they liked it. 19% of the Classroom A participants in- 
115 
dicated that they felt neutral about the Traditional 
Writing Program. Whereas, 0% of the Classroom B parti¬ 
cipants felt neutral about the Traditional Writing 
Program. Zero students in either classroom disliked 
Fig. 
UJ 
<_> 
on 
UJ Q. 
Preference for Traditional Writing Programs 
Immediately After Participation 
CHOICES 
■ CLASS A E2 CLASS B 
I I CLASS A&B COMB. 
CHOICES 
A - I like it very, very much. 
B-Ilikeit. 
q - it's okay. I don't like it or dislike it. 
D - I dislike it. 
E - I dislike it very, very much. 
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the Traditional Writing Program. This discrepancy, 
which shows students in Classroom A liking the Trad¬ 
itional Writing Program mere than students in Class¬ 
room B , might be the result of the fact, that when 
asked the question. Classroom A students had only 
participated in the Traditional Writing Program, but 
Classroom B students had already participated in the 
Non-Trad11lona 1 Writing Program, which they preferred. 
Another discrepancy was discovered when 38.1% 
of the students in Classroom A indicated that they 
always looked forward to writing during the Trad¬ 
itional Writing Program. 57.1% of the students in 
Classroom A sometimes looked forward to writing during 
the Traditional Writing Program. 4.8% of the students 
never looked forward to writing. Yet 100% of the 
Classroom B participants indicated that they always 
looked forward to writing. This discrepancy might 
also be the the result of the fact that Classroom A 
students had only participated in the Traditional 
Writing Program. Yet Classroom B students had parti¬ 
cipated in the Non-Traditlonal Writing Program, which 
they preferred. This previous positive experience 
may have had an influence on their answers. 
100% of the students in both groups had positive 
117 
comments about the teacher's corrections during the 
Traditional Writing Program. No students indicated 
any negative thoughts about these corrections. 
36.8% of the Classroom B students were bothered 
sometimes by spelling. Yet only 19% of the Classroom 
A students were sometimes bothered by spelling. Again, 
the fact that only Classroom B students had partici¬ 
pated in the Non-Traditional Writing Program, during 
which spelling is less of an issue, could have affected 
the results. 
25s of all participants indicated that capital 
letters and periods were sometimes a problem for them 
during the Traditional Writing Program. Responses 
for both groups were similar. 
Non Traditional Writing Program Discussion 
100s of the participants in both Classroom A and 
Classroom B believed that they were good writers, after 
participating in the Non-Traditional Writing Program. 
97.5% of the participants in both Classroom A and 
Classroom B indicated that they liked the Non-Tradi- 
tional Writing Program. Yet when asked to be more 
specific, 67.5% of all participants liked it very, 
very much. It is interesting to compare this number, 
PE
R
C
EN
T 
118 
as shown in figure 2, to the 57.5% of the participants 
Who liked the Traditional writing Program very, very 
much, as shown in figure 1, on page 115. 
Fig. 2 Preference for Non-Traditional Writing Programs 
Immediately After Participation 
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CHOICES 
A - I like it very, very much. 
B - I like it. 
C - It's okay. I don't like it or dislike it. 
D - I dislike it. 
E - I dislike it very, very much. 
119 
100% of all participants indicated that they 
liked the writing conferences. 100% of all partici¬ 
pants indicated that they had positive feelings about 
the teacher's comments during the conferences. 
100% of all students were not bothered by the 
teacher s comments during the conferences. 
15% of all participants indicated that spelling 
was sometimes a problem for them when writing during 
the Non—Traditiona1 Writing Program. 
32.5% of all participants indicated that capi¬ 
tal letters and periods were sometimes a problem for 
them when writing during the Non-Traditional Writing 
Program. 
100% of all participants enjoyed both publish¬ 
ing their own stories and having the stories of their 
classmates published. 
Comparative Discussion Regarding Traditional and Non- 
Traditional Writing Programs 
As illustrated in figure 3, 92.5% of all parti¬ 
cipants preferred choosing their own topics, rather 
than having their writing topics assigned by the 
teacher . 
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Fig. 3 Students Showing Preference for Choosing Their Topics 
After Participation in Both Programs 
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C - Students 
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87.5% of all students, as illustrated in figure 
4, preferred having a conference with the teacher, 
rather than having the teacher correct their mis¬ 
takes . 
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Fig. 4 Students Showing Preference for Conferences 
After Participation in Both Programs 
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C - Students in Classroom A and Classroom B 
Combined 
100% of all participants preferred publishing 
their papers before bring them home, rather than 
bringing their papers home without publishing them. 
100% of all participants enjoyed it when their 
classmates published their papers. 
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92.5% of all participants, as illustrated in 
figure 5, indicated that spelling bothered them more 
when the teacher corrected their mistakes, rather 
than when they participated in a conference. 
Fig. 5 Students Bothered More by Spelling Corrected by Teacher 
After Participation in Both Proarams 
CLASS 
A - Students 
B - Students 
C - Students 
Combined 
in Classroom A 
in Classroom B 
in Classroom A and Classroom B 
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82.5% of all participants, as illustrated in 
figure 6, indicated that capital letters and periods 
bothered them more when the teacher corrected their 
mistakes, rather than when they participated in a con 
ference. 
Fig. 6 Students Bothered More by Capital Letters 
and Periods Corrected by Teacher After 
Participation in Both Programs 
CLASS 
A - Students in Classroom A 
B - Students in Classroom B 
C - Students in Classroom A and Classroom B 
Combined 
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90% of all students thought that it was easier 
to write when they chose their own topic, rather than 
when the teacher assigned the topic. This is illus¬ 
trated in figure 7. 
Fig Students Who Thought That it Was Easier 
to Write When They Chose Own Topics 
After Participation in Both Proqrams 
CLASS <C=A&B COMB.> 
CLASS 
A - Students in Classroom A 
B - Students in Classroom B 
C - Students in Classroom A and Classroom B 
Combined 
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90% of all participants, as illustrated in fig¬ 
ure 3, felt that they wrote their best stories when they 
chose the topic themselves. 
Fig. 8 Students Who Thought That They Wrote Their 
Best Stories When They Chose Their Own Topics 
After Participation in Both Programs 
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90% of all participants, as illustrated in figure 
9 , felt that they wrote their longest stories when 
they chose the topic themselves. 
Fig Students Who Thought They Wrote Their Long¬ 
est Stories When They Chose Their Own Topics 
After Participation in Both Programs 
CLASS <C=A$cB COMB. > 
CLASS 
A - Students in Classroom A 
B - Students in Classroom B 
C - Students in Classroom A and Classroom B 
Combined 
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Observational Data Discussion 
No negative comments or behaviors were ever ob¬ 
served during the Non-Traditional Writing Program. 
Yet several negative behaviors and comments, as pre¬ 
sented in the Observational Data section of this chap¬ 
ter, were observed during the Traditional Writing Program. 
Students appeared to like the Non-Traditional 
Writing Program to a much greater extent than they 
liked the Traditional Writing Program. 
Students commented that they prepared for the 
Non-Traditional Writing Program at home. They could 
not prepare for the Traditional Writing Program at 
home. 
Students seemed to look forward to publishing 
their work. The students appeared to be motivated 
by the publishing process. 
The students seemed to spend more time actually 
writing and less time thinking about what to write. 
Again, the reader should note that these comments 
are unscientific and subjective. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY 
Summary of the Study 
This study examined the perceptions of suburban 
first grade students to Traditional and Non-Traditional 
Writing Programs. This study compared students' re¬ 
actions to both programs and their perceptions of them¬ 
selves and their writing success. 
A review of the literature on classroom writing 
research focused on the following categories: Writing 
as a Process; Prewriting and Topic Selection; The 
Audience; The Use of Invented Spelling; Composing and 
Drafting; and Evaluating and Responding to Writing. 
The students who participated in this study were 
first graders assigned to two separate classrooms with¬ 
in the same school. Twenty-one students from Class¬ 
room A participated in the study. Nineteen students 
from Classroom B participated in the study. 
In order to eliminate the effect that the per¬ 
sonalities of two different teachers might have had 
on the study, the same teacher conducted the study 
in both Classroom A and Classroom B. 
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Students in Classroom A participated in the 
Non-Traditional Writing Program first. Then they 
participated in the Traditional Writing Program. stu¬ 
dents in Classroom B participated in the Traditional 
Writing Program first. Then they participated in the 
Non-Traditional Writing Program. This schedule was 
followed in order to eliminate any effect that parti¬ 
cipation in one program might have on participation 
in the other program. 
Each participant was interviewed by the researcher 
three times. Students were interviewed after partici¬ 
pating in each of the two writing programs. Finally, 
students were interviewed a third time in order to 
allow the researcher the opportunity to gather compar¬ 
ative data regarding both programs. 
The researcher also gathered information from 
participants' written compositions, classroom partici¬ 
pation, and spoken comments. This observational data, 
although unscientific, complemented the interview data, 
by providing insights. 
As stated, two kinds of data were collected: 
interview data and observational data. The Conclusions 
below are based on the interview data. The Discussion 
section below incorporates both kinds of data. 
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Conclusions 
Four questions were asked in this study. The 
questions and the conclusions, based on the interview 
data collected during this study, are presented below: 
The first question this study asked was: 
What are first graders' perceptions of Traditional 
Writing Programs? 
57.5% of the participants liked the Traditional 
Writing Program very, very much. 32.5% of the partici¬ 
pants liked the Traditional Writing Program. 10% of 
the participants felt neutral about the Traditional 
Writing Program. 90% of all participants had favorable 
reactions to the Traditional Writing Program. 
Therefore, it can be concluded that the Traditional 
Writing Program was a positive experience for a large 
majority of the participants. 
The second question this study asked was: 
What are first graders' perceptions of the Non-Trad- 
itional Writing Program? 
67.5% of the participants like the Non-Traditional 
Writing Program very, very much. 30% of the partici¬ 
pants liked the Non-Traditional Writing Program. 2.5% 
of the participants indicated that they disliked the 
131 
Non Traditional Writing Program. 97.5 % of the parti¬ 
cipants had favorable reactions to the Non-Traditional 
Writing Program. Therefore, it can be concluded that 
the Non-Traditional Writing Program was a positive 
experience for a large majority of the participants, 
as was found for the Traditional Writing Program. 
The third question this study asked was: 
Do first grade students prefer participating in a Trad¬ 
itional or a Non-Traditional Writing Program? 
92.5% of the participants indicated that they 
preferred choosing their own topics (an aspect of the 
Non-Traditional Writing Program), rather than having 
their topics assigned by the teacher (an aspect of 
the Traditional Writing Program). 
87.5% of the participants preferred participating 
in a conference (an aspect of the Non-Traditional Writ¬ 
ing Program), rather than having their mistakes correct¬ 
ed by the teacher (an aspect of the Traditional Writing 
Program). 
100% of the participants indicated that they would 
rather publish their papers (an aspect of the Non- 
Traditional Writing Program, rather than not publish 
their papers (an aspect of the Traditional Writing 
Program). 
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100% of the participants indicated that they pre¬ 
ferred it when their classmates published their papers 
(an aspect of the Non-Traditional Writing Program), 
rather than when their classmates did not publish their 
papers (an aspect of the Traditional Writing Program). 
90% of the participants thought that it was easier 
to write when they chose the topic themselves (an aspect 
of the Non-Traditional Writing Program), rather than 
when the teacher assigned the topic (an aspect of the 
Traditional Writing Program). 
90% of the participants thought that they wrote 
their best stories during the Non-Traditional Writing 
Program. 
90% of the participants thought that they wrote 
their longest stories during the Non-Traditional Writ¬ 
ing Program. 
The conclusion that the first grade students in 
this study preferred participating in the Non-Tradi¬ 
tional Writing Program was drawn from the following 
preferences of a large majority of the participants: 
a preference for choosing their own topics, rather 
than having the teacher assign their topics; a prefer¬ 
ence for participating in conferences, rather than 
having their mistakes corrected by the teacher; a 
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preference for publishing their papers, rather than 
not publishing their papers; and a preference for having 
their classmates publish their papers, rather than 
not having their classmates publish their papers. 
The fourth question this study asked was: 
Are first grade students bothered more by issues of 
grammar and spelling when participating in a Tradition¬ 
al Writing Program or when participating in a Non-Trad- 
itional Writing Program? 
82.5% of the participants indicated that the 
grammar issues of capital letters and periods bothered 
them more when they participated in the Traditional 
Writing Program than when they participated in the 
Non-Traditional Writing Program. 92.5% of the partici¬ 
pants indicated that spelling bothered them more when 
they participated in the Traditional Writing Program, 
rather than when they participated in the Non-Tradi- 
tional Writing Program. Therefore, it can be concluded 
that issues of grammar and spelling bothered the parti¬ 
cipants more when they took part in a Traditional 
Writing Program, rather than when they took part in 
a Non-Traditional Writing Program. 
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Discussion 
The observational data suggests that students 
m both classrooms seemed to enjoy both writing pro¬ 
grams. Yet their enthusiasm for the Non-Traditional 
Writing Program seemed to exceed their enthusiasm for 
the Traditional Writing Program. The observational 
data indicates that students seemed to have more 
trouble thinking of things about which to write when 
their topics were assigned by the teacher. Students 
expressed dissatisfaction with the topics assigned 
bY the teacher. Students seemed to spend more time 
struggling over what they would write when the teacher 
assigned the topics, rather than when the students 
chose their own topics. During the Non-Traditional 
Writing Program, students seemed to be less concerned 
with spelling errors than they seemed to be during 
the Traditional Writing Program. 
Audience awareness did not seem to develop during 
the Traditional Writing Program. Yet it appeared to 
develop during the Non-Traditional Writing Program. 
The observational data leads one to argue that 
the Non-Traditional Writing Program may be more en¬ 
joyable to first grade students, than the Traditional 
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Writing Program is to them. The issues raised in this 
discussion tend to follow the same pattern of the 
conclusions drawn from the interview data. 
Limitations 
The conclusions that were drawn from this study 
cannot be generalized to all first grade students. 
It should be realized that it is possible that the 
Traditional Writing Program may be more effective when 
taught by individuals whose personalities and/or 
philosophies are compatible with it, than when it 
is taught by others with incompatible personalities 
and/or philosophies. The same is possible for the 
Non-Traditional Writing Program. However, in this 
study, the researcher did try to avoid contamination 
of the results, by arranging for an outside observer 
to watch several sessions of each method. The ob¬ 
server's task was to judge the extent to which the 
two methods were conducted in an unbiased manner. 
The observer concluded that there was no presence 
of bias. 
The population and the length of the study also 
prevent generalizations being made to all first grade 
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students. The population was small. it was limited 
to forty students, from two classrooms, within a single 
school located in an affluent school district. The 
study was a short-term study. if the study had been 
conducted with another population and/or a larger 
population, over a longer period of time, the results 
may have been somewhat different. 
Although the researcher acknowledges the limita¬ 
tions stated above, this study does show that for a 
particular group of first grade students, the Non- 
Traditional Writing Program was a much more favorable 
experience than the Traditional Writing Program. 
This was evidenced by students' responses during the 
interviews and by the researcher's observations of 
students during both methods. This study does suggest 
that the trends noticed in these two classes might 
be found in other groups as well. 
Implications 
If one accepts the premise that students work 
harder and perform better when they enjoy the class 
in which they are participating, this study has serious 
implications for first grade teachers and school admin- 
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istrators. This study gives evidence that first grade 
students in a Non-Traditional Writing Program display 
the following behaviors more frequently than first 
grade students in a Traditional Writing Program. The 
fi^st grade students in a Non—Traditional Writing Pro¬ 
gram: express more enjoyment of writing; exhibit more 
enthusiastic behaviors; perform more spontaneous writ¬ 
ing; develop more audience awareness; share more work 
with their peers; communicate about writing more 
frequently with their peers; are less threatened by 
errors; and express more confidence in their writing 
ability, than students in a Traditional Writing Program. 
This study demonstrates to other educators that Non- 
Traditional Writing Programs belong in our first grades 
in order to motivate students and properly instill 
confidence in students about their writing ability. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
This study should be expanded to other popula¬ 
tions, including students in all elementary grades. 
Researchers should study a larger population over sev¬ 
eral years. Other populations should include children 
in different socioeconomic settings. Researchers 
138 
should study Traditional Writing programs and Non-Trad- 
ltional Writing Programs and the relationships non- 
English speaking children might have with each program. 
A study examining children's reading ability and 
their success in both Traditional Writing Programs 
and Non-Traditional Writing programs would add to 
educators' knowledge about the development of composi¬ 
tion skills. Also, a study focusing on the relation¬ 
ship between children's oral language ability and 
written language development, when participating in 
Traditional Writing Programs and Non-Traditional Writ¬ 
ing Programs, might add to the continually growing 
body of knowledge concerning written composition. 
APPENDIX A 
FORM FOR PARENTAL PERMISSION 
139 
140 
Public Schools 
, Massachusetts 
SCHOOL 
March 13, 1985 
Dear Parent: 
I am a doctoral candidate at the University of 
Massachusetts. As part of the requirements for my 
degree, I must complete a dissertation study. My 
study will focus on students' reactions to two differ¬ 
ent approaches to the teaching of Writing. 
I would appreciate your permission to allow your 
child to take part in this study. I believe that it 
will be interesting and beneficial for each child who 
participates. In order to gather appropriate data, 
it will be necessary for me to photocopy your child's 
writing. I will also need to tape record a series 
of short interviews that I will have with your child. 
The _ Public Schools, the _ School, 
and all students will remain anonymous. I will use 
only the first names of students when photocopying 
their writing or when taping the short interviews. 
After I complete my study, I will destroy all the 
copies of all students' writing and all the tapes of 
the interviews. 
My study will complement the Language Arts pro¬ 
gram already being used in the classroom. Miss Mary 
B. Schofield, Assistant Superintendent of Schools, 
and Mr. Robert G. Connolly, Principal, have approved 
this study. 
I would be very grateful if you would allow your 
child to participate in this study and indicate this 
by completing the form at the bottom of this letter 
and returning the letter to me. 
Sincerely, 
Kathleen Tyrell Lynch 
Grade One Teacher 
I give my child_ 
permission to participate in the above described 
study. I understand that each child will remain anony¬ 
mous and that photocopies of his/her work and tape 
recordings of his/her interviews will be obtained and 
then destroyed at the conclusion of the study. 
Signature_ 
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142 
143 
March 13, 1985 
Professor Kenneth A. Parker 
University of Massachusetts 
M8 Hills House North 
Amherst, Massachusetts 
Dear Professor Parker: 
Kathleen T. Lynch has permission to conduct a study 
in the - Public Schools which will focus on students’ 
reactions to two approaches to the teaching of Writing. 
She has permission to photocopy the writing and tape 
record interviews of any child whose parent grants per¬ 
mission for his/her child to participate in this study. 
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